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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The quality of education provided by public schools in America has 
been under considerable scrutiny in recent years. A report to the 
public, A Nation at Risk (Gardner. 1983a), suggested that today's 
beginning teachers are not as well-qualified as those who previously 
entered teaching. 
A number of studies have shown that there is a relationship between 
teachers' ability and students' achievement (Wilson, 1985). Recent 
evidence further suggests that the academic ability or quality of those 
choosing to enter and remain in teaching is on the decline (Schlechty & 
Vance, 1981; Weaver, 1984). 
As research concerning teacher quality continues, some disagreement 
still remains among education professionals as to whether the academic 
ability of student teachers is a valid predictor of teaching quality. 
Olstad et al. (1987) suggest that: "While it [academic competency] may 
not be predictive of competence in teaching performance, perhaps it is a 
critical, minimum standard which all prospective teachers should meet 
before going on to pedagogical training" (p. 10). Regardless of the 
school of thought one follows, if the quality of teachers and/or their 
academic ability declines, the quality of education is likely to follow. 
Sweeney (1987) stated that: 
While the possible negative effect on student achievement 
resulting from decline in quality of those entering and 
remaining in teaching is a major concern, the public relations 
problem that this creates for the teaching profession and the 
possible effect on the quality and quantity of those recruited 
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into and retained in the profession is equally troublesome 
(p. 2). 
More specifically, the quality of agricultural education in the 
nation's secondary schools has also been questioned in recent years. The 
National Research Council established the Committee on Agricultural 
Education in Secondary Schools at the request of the U.S. Secretaries of 
Agriculture and Education. The committee's final report, Understanding 
Agriculture : New Directions for Education (National Academy Press, 1988) 
made specific recommendations to reform secondary school agricultural 
education programs, among these "securing more competent teachers" (p. 
34). The report further stated: "... quality teachers are the 
critical ingredient for quality programs" (p. 34). 
The Situation and Problem Statement 
The Agricultural Education and Studies Department at Iowa State 
University (Mission Statement, 1983), like other agricultural education 
departments, fulfills its mission through teaching, research, extension 
and service. More specifically, one of the departmental goals is to: 
"Conduct a viable undergraduate program to prepare students to be 
agricultural educators in secondary and post-secondary schools, 
agricultural extension, and business and industry" (p. 3). The Iowa 
State University (ISU) Agricultural Education recruitment brochure 
(Recruitment Brochure, 1986) states: 
Agricultural education offers many options to its graduates by 
providing a program that qualifies them for a variety of 
interesting careers. Graduates successfully enter careers in 
teaching, extension, government service, farming, food process­
ing, business, science, and related agricultural fields (p. 3). 
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Graduates have found many opportunities for employment. A national 
study of the supply and demand for teachers of vocational agriculture in 
1988 showed that after several years of a small surplus, there was once 
again a shortage in some regions of the nation (Camp & Echeverria, 1989). 
Even though a shortage may have existed, data showed that in most states, 
an adequate number of teachers were certified to teach. The shortfall 
seemed to be in the number of certified teachers seeking teaching 
positions. The national placement rate of newly certified agriculture 
teachers dropped from a high of 52.2 percent in 1981 to 40.9 percent in 
1988, compared with 75 percent and 29 percent in Iowa, respectively 
(Craig, 1982; Camp & Echeverria, 1989). Shown in Table la are the 
percentages of certified agriculture teachers who entered the teaching 
profession nationally from 1980 through 1989 as compared to Iowa. Also 
presented is a breakout of the various occupations chosen at time of 
graduation by ISU agricultural education graduates for the same period of 
time. 
It is evident that the general up-swing in the agricultural economy 
coupled with new developments in agricultural sciences and technologies 
in the raid and later 1980s made many new jobs available in agricultural 
business and industry to agricultural education graduates at very 
competitive salaries. Camp and Echeverria (1989) reported that 
nationally, the percentage of agricultural education graduates entering 
agricultural business occupations increased from 13.8 percent in 1979-80 
to 20.1 percent in 1987-88. That compared to 33.3 percent and 42.8 
percent for Iowa during the same time period. 
Table la. Number and percentage of agricultural education graduates enter various 
occupations during selected years^ 
Year 
# 
Graduat­
ing, lA 
% 
Teaching 
lA 
% 
Teaching 
nationally 
Occupations 
Teach­
ing 
Agri­
busi­
ness 
Farm­
ing 
Gradu­
ate 
school 
Exten­
sion 
Other 
1980 36*' 41.6 52.0 15 12 3 2 N/A 4 
1981 40 75.0 52.2 30 3 3 0 N/A 4 
1982 34 65.0 51.3 22 4 2 4 N/A 2 
1983 39 51.0 45.6 20 7 5 2 N/A 5 
1984 36 50.0 45.2 18 6 1 3 N/A 8 
1985 23 43.0 40.8 10 7 1 2 • 0 3 
1986 29 52.0 41.2 15 3 4 3 0 4 
1987 35 31.0 41.6 13 15 2 1 1 3 
1988 21 29.0 40.9 6 9 1 3 0 2 
1989 20 10.0 N/A 2 11 1 2 1 3 
^Source: Craig (1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985); Camp (1986, 1987); Camp and Hively 
(1988); Camp and Escheverria (1989); ISU Agricultural Education Departmental records. 
^Nineteen of the 36 graduates are from the Spring Quarter, 1980. 
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In light of all the national, state and local concern about quality 
education and the active recruitment of agriculture education graduates 
by business and industry, the question arises about the quality of 
certified agricultural education teachers that chose to enter the 
teaching profession. Schlechty and Vance (1981) stated that: 
. . . interest in [teacher's] academic ability stemmed from the 
generally accepted fact that persons who score well on measures 
of academic ability have educational and job opportunities 
available to them that are usually denied to those who score 
poorly. Thus, it seemed reasonable to expect that teachers who 
scored well on measures of academic ability would be more 
likely to opt out of teaching than their lower scoring 
colleagues (p. 107). 
Recent studies of agricultural education graduates by Wardlow (1986) 
and McCoy and Mortensen (1983), however, contradicted many earlier 
findings and showed that graduates entering and remaining in teaching 
scored equal to or better on several measures of academic ability as 
compared to their colleagues who did not enter the teaching profession. 
Since the last follow-up study was conducted in 1983 (Chizek, 1983), ' 
little was known about the overall profile of recent graduates of the 
agricultural education program at Iowa State University and their career 
paths. This information was needed to properly recruit and advise future 
students, evaluate the agricultural education undergraduate curriculum, 
and answer questions of professional and public concern. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the characteristics of the 
recent Agricultural Education graduates at ISU completing a B.S. degree 
and their perceptions concerning the Teacher Education Program. 
6 
Objectives of the study included: 
1. Compare the academic ability of those graduates from 1980-89 who 
planned to teach and those not at tine of graduation, and 
teachers and nonteachers one and five years following. 
2. Identify the graduates' perceptions of the adequacy of training 
they received from course work required in the Iowa State 
University Agricultural Education Curriculum for certification. 
3. Identify the graduates' perception of the importance of selected 
areas of teacher preparation in preparing them for their current 
job. 
4. Identify the factors most influential in differentiating between 
graduates who aspired to enter the teaching profession, and 
those who did not. 
5. Identify a profile of the agricultural education graduates from 
1980-89. 
6. To provide recommendations for practical application of findings 
to improve the undergraduate Agricultural Education Teacher 
Education program at Iowa State University. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The primary purpose of this study was to compare the academic 
ability of recent agricultural education graduates from ISU completing a 
B.S. degree who chose to enter and remain in the teaching profession with 
those who did not. A secondary purpose was to analyze the 
characteristics of those graduates and their perceptions concerning the 
Teacher Education Program. The review of literature focuses on the 
theoretical concepts necessary in the study and discussion of previous 
studies relative to these purposes. 
Academic Ability/Teacher Quality 
There has been much discussion in the media and research by 
professional educators concerning the quality of teachers entering and 
remaining in the teaching force. Equally as much discussion has focused 
on the use of measures of academic ability as predictors of teaching 
skills. 
In a landmark study of North Carolina teachers, Schl.echty and Vance 
(1981) used scores on the National Teacher Examination (NTE) as 
"defensible proxy measure" (p. 107) of academic ability for teachers. 
This was based on the assumption that significant correlations had been 
demonstrated between NTE scores and established measures of academic 
ability. They reported a strong negative relationship between the 
measured academic ability (NTE scores) and retention in teaching. 
Further stated was the comment that it was generally accepted that 
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persons who score well on measures of academic ability will have 
educational and job opportunities available to them that are not usually 
available to those who score poorly. Their research was based on earlier 
studies that suggested a positive relationship exists between academic 
ability and competence as teachers. 
Wardlow (1986) studied the academic ability of agriculture education 
graduates from an Ohio university and their decisions to teach. He too 
cited earlier studies (e.g., Durcharme, 1970; Greaves, 1972; Ferguson, 
1977) that reported positive relationships between the academic ability 
of teachers and their demonstrated competences as teachers. 
Although many educators have argued against the legitimacy of using 
academic ability to predict teacher quality, there seems to be little 
recent empirical evidence to back the argument one way or the other. 
According to Weaver (1983), the debate can be traced to the nineteenth 
century. In his book America's Teacher Quality Problem, he suggested 
that what was meant by a qualified teacher was generally a matter of the 
level and kind of formal education courses established by the profession 
and required by law for teacher certification. He further defined 
teacher quality as academic ability and stated: "Academic ability is one 
measure of teacher quality, but it is not the only one and perhaps not 
even the most important measure" (p. 1). 
McCoy and Mortensen (1983) compared the academic ability of 
graduates who majored in agricultural education at a Pennsylvania 
university. Academic ability was based on four-year cumulative grade 
point average (CPA) and the grade earned on the student teaching 
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experience. However, in their limitations, they stated; '"Academically 
able' is not defined as the ability to teach but refers to how a student 
performed in four years of collegiate studies" (p. 47). In further 
discussion, they suggested: 
The requirements for graduation . . . require students to study 
technical and scientific agriculture courses as well as courses 
in learning theory, educational planning, instructional 
strategies and educational evaluation. These technical and 
scientific agriculture courses . . . reflect students' ability 
in an area of specialization. Therefore, it can be stated with 
confidence that a four-year average of college grades does 
reflect one's academic ability. CPAs, on the other hand, 
cannot be considered an accurate measure of a student's ability 
to teach. 
However, the student teaching experience does require 
students to demonstrate teaching ability (pp. 47-48). 
Olstad et al. (1987), in a study of 24 secondary education majors, 
used grade point averages and scores from the total California 
Achievement Test (CAT-T) and NTE Specialty Tests to predict competency 
performance scores on the student teaching practicum. The study, which 
utilized a limited population, showed no predictive capabilities of these 
measures of academic competence. The researchers did point out that 
academic competence is only one of the important criteria in selecting 
future teachers. 
According to Schalock (1988), however, a true measure of the quality 
or success of a teacher should be measured in terms of student learning, 
or an "output definition of teacher effectiveness." Schalock goes on to 
state : 
This view does not deny the importance of assessing the 
knowledge and skills possessed by teacher candidates as part of 
the selection process, nor does it deny the importance of 
assessing background experience, personal traits and 
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interpersonal relationships with pupils and colleagues. It 
does not even deny the importance of grade-point averages. 
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or American College Testing 
(ACT) scores. This view does argue, however, that the 
legitimacy of such measures comes only if they are viewed as 
potential predictors of success in teaching, success being 
defined primarily in terms of ability to foster pupil learning 
. (p. 5). 
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE) 
NCATE is a national organization which accredits the teacher 
preparation programs of member institutions. The twofold mission of the 
organization is to: (1) require a level of quality in professional 
education that fosters competent practice of graduates who enter the 
teaching profession; and (2) to encourage institutions to meet rigorous 
academic standards of excellence in professional education. To meet 
these standards, institutions must see that graduates are provided 
knowledge about and appropriate skills in: learning theory, educational 
goals and objectives, cultural influences on learning, curriculum 
planning and design, instructional techniques, planning and management of 
instruction, design and use of evaluation and measurement methods, 
classroom and behavior management, instructional strategies, and 
consultative skills. Standards further specify that courses and 
experiences should ensure that graduates develop classroom and time 
management skills, effective use of communication as well as knowledge of 
different learning styles and teaching strategies. The organization 
monitors the institutions' admission requirements and procedures to 
encourage the recruitment of quality candidates. 
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The NCATA Handbook on Standards, Procedures, and Policies for the 
Accreditation of Professional Education Units (1987) lists criteria for 
compliance of these standards. They include evaluation systems that 
assess the competences of students being admitted into and graduating out 
of the respective departments. Specifically stated; "Evaluation systems 
that assess the academic and professional competence of students include 
multiple sources of data (such as standardized tests, course grades, and 
performance in classroom or school settings)" (p. 46). 
It would appear that graduates' grade point averages and scores on 
standardized tests are the appropriate measures to assess potential 
teacher quality if NCATE uses the same criteria to assess the quality of 
the teacher training program that is preparing them. 
Quality of teachers entering and remaining 
in the profession 
In recent years, considerable data have been collected in an attempt 
to determine the quality of teachers entering and remaining in the 
teaching profession (e.g., Schlechty & Vance, 1981; Gallegos & Gibson, 
1982; Chen, 1982; McCoy & Mortensen, 1983; Weaver, 1984; Pigge, 1985; 
Wardlow, 1986). Although the results have been somewhat inconclusive, a 
common thread has remained. All studies have used some measure of 
academic ability to ascertain the quality or potential quality of the 
teacher education graduates. 
Schlechty and Vance (1982) conducted a study based on a national 
sample in an attempt to extend the generality of their previous study of 
North Carolina teachers (Schlechty & Vance, 1981). They utilized data 
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from the National Longitudinal Survey of 1972 high school seniors 
(n^4,416) who had completed teacher education training. SAT scores were 
used as a measure of academic ability. They reported that the students 
who scored higher on the SAT were more likely not to enter teaching after 
training, and were the first to leave the profession. 
Also in 1982, Gallegos and Gibson investigated the academic ability 
of teacher education graduates of Western Washington University in an 
attempt to settle the dispute about the declining quality of teachers. 
One sample was drawn from students who graduated in 1969, 1970, and 1971, 
while the second represented students from 1979, 1980 and 1981. Although 
no attempt was made to distinguish between teachers and nonteachers, the 
data did show that the teacher education graduates from the late 
seventies and early eighties were significantly superior to their 
counterparts from a decade earlier on lower division cumulative CPA and 
CPA at time of graduation. 
Pigge (1985) reported that the most academically able teacher 
education graduates were also the least likely to enter teaching. These 
findings were based on a study at a medium-sized Ohio university that 
compared the between and among group differences on five ACT scores, 
college CPAs, and high school rank (HSR). A sample of certifiable 
teacher education.graduates from the early 1970s and another representing 
the early 1980s were divided into,seven placement groups based upon their 
employment status or employment plans three months after graduation. The 
findings further suggested that the early 1980s graduates were, in 
general, not as academically able as their counterparts from the early 
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1970s. 
In 1984, however, Villeme and Hall found conflicting results from 
their study .of 701 graduates from the College of Education at the 
University of South Florida. Most other studies had only compared the 
academic ability of teachers and nohteachers. • This study included 
indications of future plans to stay in teaching and attitudes toward 
teaching as a career. These variables were used along with measures of 
scholastic aptitude and academic achievement. Results showed no 
significant differences in ACT scores between those who taught and those 
who did not. The data did show, however, that the better-qualified 
graduates (as measured by CPA) were more likely to enter and stay in the 
teaching field as compared to their less able counterparts. Evidence 
further indicated that those with higher academic ability who were 
teaching were more positive toward the profession than the graduates with 
lesser ability. 
This work supported a previous study by Chen (1982) that showed the 
CPAs of graduates who decided to teach were significantly higher than 
those who had decided to pursue nonteaching careers or were still 
undecided at the time of the survey. The Chen study was based on a 
sample of 443 students who had graduated from the Teacher Education 
Program at Iowa State University between 1980 and 1981. 
Quality of agricultural education graduates entering 
the teaching profession 
Of particular interest to this researcher were studies that 
attempted to ascertain differences in the academic ability of 
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agricultural education graduates who chose to teach as compared to those 
who did not. Several recent studies were found relevant to this specific 
topic. 
McCoy and Mortensen (1983) compared the academic ability of 
graduates who majored in agricultural education at a Pennsylvania 
university. Four-year cumulative GPA and the grade earned on the student 
teaching experience were used as measures of academic ability. A 
population of 153 graduates from 1975 through 1980 were grouped according 
to teaching experience: (1) still teaching; (2) never taught; (3) left 
teaching. Results indicated that graduates who were still teaching had a 
higher cumulative grade point average and achieved higher grades on their 
student teaching experience than those who left the profession or never 
taught. The same trend was true when men and women's academic ability 
were compared. 
A similar study was conducted by Wardlow in 1986 at Ohio State 
University. A stratified random sample of 105 graduates was drawn from 
the population of agricultural education students who had graduated 
between 1978 and 1983. Accepted measures of academic ability used for 
comparison included; cumulative GPA; high school GPA; ACT scores; and 
grades received in teaching methods and student teaching courses. The 
findings of this study indicated that the agricultural education 
graduates who entered teaching earned significantly higher cumulative 
CPAs than their colleagues who did not teach. Graduates who entered 
teaching also received significantly higher grades in their teaching 
methods and student teaching courses. No significant differences were 
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reported between the two groups on composite ACT scores or high school 
rank. 
In a related study, Wardlow and Miller (1987) compared the academic 
ability of the same sample of agricultural education graduates to three 
other populations from within the university. Other samples included: 
160 agriculture graduates; 155 education majors; and 1,494 other 
bachelor's degree graduates. Although the secondary education graduates 
did have significantly higher scores in certain areas, the researchers 
reported the data clearly indicated that agricultural education graduates 
were as academically able as other education or university graduates. 
Raven and Warmbrod (1989) found agricultural education students at 
Ohio State University were not significantly different from other 
agricultural majors on variables that indicate academic ability and 
performance. The study was based on samples drawn from students who 
entered as freshmen in the autumn quarters of 1981-83. 
Yahya and Burnett (1986) surveyed Louisiana agriculture teachers 
with less than five years of experience to assess the adequacy of 
preservice preparation they had received. The purpose of the study was 
to identify those areas of teaching competencies that vocational 
agricultural teachers perceived they acquired, or should have acquired, 
and determine if discrepancies existed. It was found that discrepancies 
did exist, but teachers did not feel the need for drastic improvements in 
the quality of the instruction already provided. 
Doerfert and Barrick (1989) also investigated the adequacy of 
teacher preparation in their study of first year vocational agriculture 
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teachers in Ohio who had begun teaching in 1986-87 and 1987-88 school 
years. They found teachers tended to perceive themselves above average 
on their knowledge of 25 competencies and their ability to apply the 
knowledge. 
William E. Gardner (1983b) sums up the literature very well when he 
states: 
The critical element in all this is obviously that the schools 
will not be viewed by the general public as bastions (or even 
foxholes of intellectual endeavor) if teachers continue to be 
viewed as less able than other college graduates. It may be 
that the SATs, ACTs, the Loevinger or Kohlberg scales are all 
irrelevant to the act of good teaching, but something must 
serve as an appropriate indication of the intellectual 
character of teachers and, further, must symbolize to the 
general public the school system's commitment to 
intellectuality. While intellectual power and curiosity alone 
may not define the effective teacher, they are core attributes 
... (p. 195). 
Regardless of the camp one wants to follow, it seens to be generally 
agreed that academic ability is related to teacher quality; i.e., a 
positive attribute, a predictor, a measure of teaching competency. It 
would be desirable if measures of student learning (output definition of 
teacher quality) were readily available and could be used to determine 
teacher quality. From a practical standpoint, it would be difficult, if 
not impossible, to measure student learning and attribute it specifically 
to one teacher. This would be particularly true in predicting the 
potential teaching ability of student teachers based only on the output 
(student learning) that takes place during the short student teaching 
experience. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This study was designed to profile the agricultural education 
graduates who chose to teach and those who did not, their perceptions 
about the teacher education program, and factors that influenced their 
career paths. 
Delimitations of Study 
This study has the following delimitations: 
1. This study was limited to 294 graduates from the ISU Department of 
Agricultural Education from the spring quarter 1980 through the 
spring semester 1989 who certified to teach in the area of 
agricultural education at the secondary school level as identified 
by the College of Education records. 
2. Caution should be used in attempting to generalize the results of 
this study to agricultural education graduates outside the state of 
Iowa. 
Basic Assumptions 
The basic assumptions underlying this study were: 
1. The instruments, survey procedures, and data collection and coding 
. procedures used by the Research Institute for Studies in Education 
(RISE) were valid and reliable. 
2. The primary data as supplied by the RISE office represented the true 
unbiased opinions and characteristics of the respondents. 
3. Grade point averages at time of admittance to, and graduation 
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from, the teacher training program reflect students' academic 
ability in areas of subject matter specialization, learning 
theory, educational planning, instructional strategies, and 
educational evaluation as required for teacher certification. 
4. Measures of academic ability (ACT, CPAs and HSR) are positively 
related to teacher quality as: positive attributes; indicators of 
potential teacher quality; and/or indicators of the level of 
competency attained in specific subject matter and pedagogical 
training courses. 
5. Academic ability is only one of the factors associated with teacher 
quality. 
Definitions 
The following words and acronyms are operationally defined as they 
were used in the study: 
1. RISE; Research Institute for Studies in Education 
2. ACT: American College Test 
3. GGPA: Cumulative grade point average at time of completion of the 
teacher training program. 
4. AGFA: Cumulative grade point average at time of admittance to 
teacher training program. 
5. HSR: A student's percentile ranking within his or her high school 
graduating class based on high school cumulative grade point 
average. 
6. ISU : Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa. 
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7. Graduate; A person who has completed course requirements for a 
four-year undergraduate degree program and has graduated. 
Data Source and Collection 
The primary data for this study were obtained from a data base which 
was part of a comprehensive on-going research project conducted by the 
Research Institute for Studies in Education (RISE). This researcher did 
not personally participate in the development of the survey instruments 
or the collection of the data. He was solely responsible for obtaining 
supplemental data, carrying out the review of literature and the data 
analyses reported in this document. 
The project was implemented in 1980 by RISE for the purpose of 
evaluating the teacher preparation program at Iowa State University. 
The project follows the longitudinal survey-cohort studies design 
(Borg & Gall, 1983) in which a specific population is followed over a 
period of time. It was designed for collection of data from the 
total population of teacher education students and graduates at major 
points in their preparation and careers. Collection points for 
purposes of this study included: (1) time of admittance to the 
teacher education program; (2) graduation from the teacher education 
program; (3) one year following graduation; and (4) five years 
following graduation. Data collected provided information about 
attitudes, competencies, personal characteristics, and planned and 
actual career paths. 
Students' permanent record cards compiled for each teacher 
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Students' permanent record cards compiled for each teacher education 
student were used to obtain data at the time of admission to the teacher 
preparation program. The survey conducted at the time of graduation was 
initiated spring quarter, 1980. It was subsequently conducted at the end 
of each fall and spring semester and included all those slated to 
graduate. It should be noted that ISU changed from a quarter to a 
semester system beginning the fall semester of the 1981 academic year. 
(Before the change to the semester system, the survey was conducted at 
the end of each quarter.) 
The survey conducted one year following graduation was initiated 
spring quarter, 1981. The previous year's graduates were surveyed 
annually in the spring of each year. The five-year follow-up survey was 
initiated in 1985. Those who graduated five years previously (1980-81 
academic year) were surveyed. Successive five-year follow-ups were 
conducted annually after 1985 during the late winter and early spring 
months. Follow-up survey instruments were sent to all graduates in the 
population at the respective follow-up years regardless of whether or not 
they had completed previous surveys. 
In conducting each of the surveys, RISE personnel closely followed 
the procedures for conducting a mail survey outlined by Dillman (1978). 
At each data collection point, those to be surveyed were mailed a copy of 
the survey with a cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey and 
enlisting their voluntary participation. Two weeks later, a reminder 
postcard was mailed to those who had not responded to the letter. After 
two more weeks, another copy of the survey and a second letter requesting 
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voluntary participation were mailed to those who had not responded to 
previous mailings. The latest known address for each graduate at the 
time of each data collection point was obtained from the Iowa State 
University Alumni Association. 
All survey instruments and procedures used in the overall on-going 
research project of the teacher education program conducted by RISE had 
received approval from the Iowa State University Committee on the Use of 
Human Subjects in Research. The Graduate College Office was contacted 
and this study, and the data used, were considered part of the 
comprehensive long-range plan and required no further 
certification. 
Instruments 
Three survey instruments developed by RISE personnel as part of an 
on-going project to evaluate the ISU teacher preparation program were 
used in the collection of data for this study. Because of the 
longitudinal nature, of the overall project model, the instruments shared 
many common items. There have been some changes, additions and revisions 
to the instruments since the inception of the project in 1980. Data used 
in this study for analysis between groups and/or across years were 
derived from questions that have remained constant or could be properly 
recoded. 
The "Teacher Education Program Graduate Survey" was administered at 
the time of graduation. The "One-Year Follow-up Teacher Education 
Graduate Survey" was administered the year following graduation. The 
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"Five-Year Follow-up Teacher Education Graduate Survey" was 
administered five years following graduation. A copy of the most 
recent version of each of the questionnaires used in this study appears 
in Appendix A. 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-X) (SPSS, 1988) 
procedure, RELIABILITY, was used to estimate the internal consistency of 
the survey instruments. Presented in Table lb are Cronbach's alpha 
reliability coefficients for each of the multi-items scales included in 
this study. 
Table lb. Reliability coefficients for multi-item rating scales 
Survey instrument/ Number Reliability 
area of items coefficient 
Graduate survey 
Teaching behaviors 
Adequacy of preparation 
Occupational characteristics 
One-year follow-up 
Teaching behaviors 
Satisfaction/employment factors 
Adequacy of preparation 
Importance of preparation 
Importance/factors accepting job 
Occupational characteristics 
Five-year, follow-up 
Teaching behaviors 
Satisfaction/employment factors 
Adequacy of preparation 
Importance of preparation 
Importance/factors accepting job 
Occupational characteristics 
16 
33 
18 
.90 
.94 
.80 
15 
20 
33 
33 
8 
18 
.94 
.94 
.92 
.93 
.63 
.89 
15 
20 
33 
33 
8 
18 
.90 
.90 
.90 
.94 
.63 
.91 
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Data for this study were also obtained from permanent record cards 
compiled for each teacher education student. Relevant data included: 
(1) gender; (2) ACT scores; (3) CPA at the time of admission to the 
teacher preparation program; (4) CPA at the time of graduation from the 
teacher preparation program; and (5) high school rank. Data from the 
permanent record cards were matched and combined with survey data via 
code number for each respondent at each data collection point. 
Population and Samples 
Population 
The population for this study consisted of graduates of the Iowa 
State University (ISU) teacher preparation program who certified in the 
area of agricultural education from the spring quarter, 1980 through the 
spring semester, 1989. The total number of graduates who certified in 
agricultural education during this period was 294, thus the population 
for this study. It should be noted that ISU changed from a quarter to a 
semester system beginning the fall semester of the 1981 academic school 
year. For purposes of this study, the spring quarter, 1980; fall 
quarter, 1980; winter quarter, 1981; and the spring quarter, 1981 were 
combined to represent the 1980-81 academic year. 
Sample one (the total population) 
As is inherent with longitudinal studies and data bases, response 
rate and generalization back to the population was a concern. Since the 
inception of the longitudinal data base used in this study, attempts had 
been made to contact thé total population at each data collection point. 
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Over the time span reported in this study, 55.1 percent (ii=162) of the 
total population of agricultural education graduates had completed and 
returned the "Teacher Education Program Graduate Survey." This compares 
to a 48 percent response rate for the "One-Year Follow-up Teacher 
Education Graduate Survey" for the same period of time. 
Steps were taken to remove possible nonresponse bias and 
differences. Because of the nature of the data base and the coding 
procedures used by the RISE office, it was possible to compare selected 
permanent record data of respondents and nonrespondents to the "Teacher 
Education Program Graduate Survey." For purposes of this study, sample 
one thus consisted of the total population (N=294). Sample one (the 
total population) was divided into three groups based on the criteria of: 
(1) survey instrument not sent because current address not available; (2) 
noncompletion of the "Teacher Education Program Graduate Survey" 
administered at time of graduation; and (3) completion of the "Teacher 
Education Program Graduate Survey" administered at time of graduation. 
Permanent record cards for the total population of agricultural 
education graduates were used to obtain data concerning their academic 
ability. Indicators used in this study were: (1) ACT scores; (2) high 
school rank; (3) GPA at the time of admission to the teacher preparation 
program; and (4) GPA at the time of graduation from the teacher 
preparation program. 
Using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-X) 
(SPSS, 1988) procedure ONEWAY, no significant differences were found 
between the three groups on any of the measures of academic ability. 
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Presented in Table 2 are the means and standard deviations of the three 
groups from sample one for each of the four indicators used. 
Table 2. Means and standard deviations of selected measures of academic 
ability for respondents and nonrespondents to the "Teacher 
Education Graduate Survey" 
Academic measure/group 1) Mean S.D. F-ratio F-Prob. 
High school rank 
Survey not sent 
Nonrespondents 
Respondents 
8 
101 
131 
31.9 
28.3 
26.6 
1 1 . 0  
18 .0  
19.2 
.4818 .6183 
GPA—Admission 
Survey not sent 
Nonrespondents 
Respondents 
10 
122 
162 
2.63 
2.74 
2.74 
.36 
.39 
.47 
.3110 .7329 
GPA—Graduation 
Survey not sent 
Nonrespondents 
Respondents 
10 
122 
162 
2.84 
2.94 
2.93 
.38 
.36 
.40 
.3581 .6993 
ACT 
Survey not sent 
Nonrespondents 
Respondents 
8 
95 
122 
21.50 
22.48 
23.15 
3.50 
4.34 
4.08 
1.0830 .3403 
Sample two (spring quarter. 1980 through 1988-89 academic 
year graduates who completed the "Teacher Education 
Program Graduate Survey") 
The agricultural education teacher education graduates included in 
this group were the graduates from the spring quarter 1980 through the 
spring semester 1989 (the total population, N = 294) who completed the 
survey conducted at the time of graduation. One hundred sixty-two (55.1 
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percent) graduates met the criteria for selection and were included in 
sample two. Presented in Table 3 are the total number of graduates and 
respondents to the survey conducted at the time of graduation by academic 
year. 
Table 3. Number of graduates by academic year and number and 
percentage of respondents at each data collection point 
Academic Number Graduation 1 year 5 years 
year gtaQU— 
ated N % N % N % 
80/81 59 43 (72.9) 12 (20.3) 12 (20.3) 
81/82 34 14 (41.2) 19 (55.9) 23 (67.6) 
82/83 39 27 (69.2) 13 (33.3) 14 (35.9) 
83/84 36 19 (52.7) 29 (80.6) 30 (83.3) 
84/85 23 19 (82.6) 16 (69.5) 16 (69.6) 
Subtotal 191 
85/86 29 11 (37.9) 16 (55.2) N/A 
86/87 35 13 (37.1) 11 (31.4) N/A 
87/88 21 10 (47.6) 17 (81.0) N/A 
88/89 18 6 (33.3) 8 (44.4) 
Totals 294 162 141 95 
Ave. % (55.1) (48.0) (49.7) 
Sample three (spring quarter, 1980 through 1988-89 academic 
year graduates who completed the "One Year Follow-up 
Teacher Education Program Graduate Survey") 
Sample three was comprised of 141 agricultural education teacher 
education graduates from the spring quarter, 1980 through the spring 
semester, 1989 who completed the survey administered one year following 
their graduation. The total number of graduates (the total population) 
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during this period was 294, resulting in a 48 percent response rate. A 
breakdown of graduates and the number of returned one year follow-up 
surveys by years is presented in Table 3. 
Sample four (spring quarter, 1980 through 1983-84 academic 
year graduates who completed the "Five Year Follow-up 
Teacher Education Program Graduate Survey" 
The agricultural education teacher education graduates included in. 
this group were only graduates from the total population who graduated 
from the spring quarter, 1980 through the spring semester, 1984. The 
sub-population for this period of time consisted of 191 graduates. 
Ninety-five graduates of the sub-population (49.7 percent) who completed 
and returned the "Five Year Follow-up Teacher Education Program Graduate 
Survey" made up sample four. Also presented in Table 3 is a breakout of 
"five year follow-up" respondents by year of graduation. 
Research Hypotheses 
In order to achieve the purpose and objectives of this study, the 
following hypotheses were formulated: 
1. There are no significant differences in the academic ability of the 
agricultural education graduates between the years of 1980 and 1989 
as measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA, and GGPA. 
2. There are no significant differences between the academic ability of 
the agricultural education graduates who had signed teaching 
contracts or were actively seeking teaching contracts as agriculture 
instructors and those who were seeking other types of employment 
when surveyed at time of completion of the teacher training program 
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as measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA, and GGPA. 
3. There are no significant differences in the teachers' and 
nonteachers' perceptions of the adequacy of preparation received in 
selected areas of professional teacher preparation surveyed at time 
of graduation. 
4. There are no significant differences in perceptions of the adequacy 
of preparation received in selected areas of professional teacher 
preparation by agricultural education graduates from 1980 through 
1989. 
5. There are no significant differences between the academic ability of 
the agricultural education graduates who were teaching and those who 
were not one year following graduation as measured by ACT, HSR, 
AGFA, and GGFA. 
6. There are no significant differences in teachers' and nonteachers' 
perceptions of the adequacy of preparation received In selected 
areas of professional teacher preparation one year following 
graduation. 
7. There are no significant differences between the academic ability of 
the agricultural education graduates who were teaching and those who 
were not five years following graduation as measured by ACT, HSR, 
AGFA, and GGFA. 
8. There are no significant differences in teachers' and nonteachers' 
perceptions of the adequacy of preparation received in selected 
areas of professional teacher preparation five years following 
graduation. 
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Analysis of Data 
The data for this study were analyzed using the Statistical Package 
for the Social Science (SPSS-X) at the Iowa State University Computation 
Center. The procedures RECODE and COMPUTE were utilized to transform 
data and, therefore, allow between group and across time comparisons. 
The preliminary analyses included frequency counts, percentages, means 
and standard deviations resulting from the FREQUENCIES and CROSSfABS 
procedures. 
SPSS-X statistical procedures used for comparison of groups and to 
test the hypotheses of this study included: T-TEST; ONEWAY; ANOVA; 
CORRELATIONS; DISCRIMINANT; and CHI-SQUARE. When the single 
classification ANOVA procedure yielded a significant F-ratio, Scheffl's 
Multiple Range Test was used to identify the groups that significantly 
differed. The level of significance for all statistical procedures was 
set a priori at the .05 level. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the characteristics of the 
recent agricultural education graduates at ISU completing a B.S. degree 
and to determine their perceptions concerning the Teacher Education 
Program. For part of the analysis of data collected at the different 
data collection points and the discussion of findings that follows, 
graduates were divided into two groups based on the criteria of teaching 
and nonteaching career plans. 
The findings of this study are presented in six sections; (1) 
description of graduates and their perceptions at time of graduation; (2) 
comparisons of teachers and nonteachers and their perceptions one year 
following graduation; (3) comparisons of teachers and nonteachers and 
their perceptions five years following graduation; (4) comparison of the 
groups surveyed across time; (5) factors influencing graduates' career 
plans at time of graduation and.one and five years following; and (6) 
major findings. 
Description of Agricultural Education Graduates and their 
Perception of the Teacher Education Program 
Surveyed at Time of Graduation 
Two hundred ninety-four graduates of the ISU Department of 
Agricultural Education who received a B.S. degree in Agricultural 
Education and certified to teach secondary agriculture from Spring 
Quarter, 1980 through the Spring Semester, 1989 were included in the 
population of this study. Data were collected from 162 (55.1 percent) 
respondents via the "Teacher Education Program Graduate Survey" at the 
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time of their graduation and were combined with permanent record 
information on file for each student. 
Of the 162 respondents, 83 (51.2 percent) indicated they had signed 
contracts to teach or were actively seeking teaching contracts as 
agriculture instructors for the next academic year. Seventy-eight (48.1 
percent) reported plans other than teaching agricultural education. Only 
one respondent did not indicate career plans. 
When asked to indicate whether they would prepare to be a teacher 
again, 57.4 percent of graduates indicated they would. Approximately 
one-third were undecided, while the remainder (10.5 percent) said no. 
Data presented in Table 4 revealed that of the graduates planning to 
teach, 68.7 percent would go through the teacher education program again 
as compared to 44.9 percent of those planning nonteaching careers. 
Added to the survey instrument in 1982 was a question which asked 
graduates to indicate their long-range career plans in addition to plans 
for the next academic year. Thirty-three percent of the agricultural 
Table 4. Graduates' response to "Would you prepare to be a teacher 
again?" surveyed at time of graduation 
Plan 
All Teacher Nonteacher 
N % N % N % 
Yes 93 57.4 57 68.7 35 44.9 
Undecided 52 32.4 25 30.1 27 34.6 
No 17 10.5 1.2 20.5 
Total 162 100.0 83 100.0 78 100.0 
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education graduates surveyed at time of graduation since 1982 indicated 
their long-range career plans were to teach. Data presented in Table 5 
further indicated that 47 percent were planning for employment outside 
education. When first divided by their "next academic year plans" of 
teaching and nonteaching, 58.2 percent of the teachers reported long-
range plans to remain in teaching. It is interesting to note that more 
than 11 percent of nonteachers indicated long-range plans to enter the 
teaching profession. 
Table 5. Long-range career plans at time of graduation 
Teachers Nonteachers Total 
Plan* 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Teaching 32 58.2 7 11.3 39 33.3 
Education but 
not in teaching 2 3.6 6 9.7 8 6.8 
Employment outside 
education 17 30.9 38 61.3 55 47.0 
Other _4 7.3 n 17.7 15 12.8 
Total percent 55 100.0 62 100.0 117 100.0 
*Not asked until 1982. 
As indicated in Table 6, 80.7 percent (n=130) of the agricultural 
education graduates responding were males. Of the graduates who had 
signed contracts or were actively seeking contracts to teach agriculture 
at time of graduation, 85.5 percent (n=71) were male. This compared to 
7 5.6 percent of the graduates planning to pursue employment in 
nonteaching areas who were males. Results of a chi-square analysis 
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revealed that there were no significant differences in the distributions 
of the gender of the two groups (chi-square = 2.54; significance = 
.1113). 
Table 6. Gender of agricultural education graduates by career plan 
surveyed at time of graduation 
All Teachers Nonteachers 
Gender 
n % n % n % 
Female 31 19.3 12 14.5 19 24.4 
Male 130 80.7 _71 85.5 59 75.6 
Total 161 100.0 83 100.0 78 100.0 
^Chi-square = 2.54; significance = .1113; missing observation = 1. 
Eighty-six percent (n=136) of the graduates responding indicated 
they were not married at time of graduation. When the marital.status of 
graduates was compared based on their future career plans (teaching and 
nonteaching), no significant differences (chi-square = .4059; 
significance = .8163) were found in the distribution. Data presented in 
Table 7 show that 84.1 and 87.0 percent of teachers and nonteachers, 
respectively, were not married. 
Measures of academic ability ^  graduation 
Presented in Tables 8, 9, 10, and 11 are data concerning the 
academic ability of the 1980-1989 agricultural education graduates 
responding to the survey at time of graduation from the teacher education 
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Table 7. Marital status at time of graduation* 
Status 
All Teachers Nonteachers 
n % n % n % 
Not married 136 85.5 69 84.1 67 87.0 
Married/separated 20 12.6 11 13.4 9 11.7 
Divorced 3 1.9 _2 2.4 
_± 1.3 
Total 159 100.0 82 100.0 77 100.0 
*Chi-square = .4059; significance = .8163; missing observation = 3. 
program. For purposes of this study, measures used were; high school 
rank (HSR); American College Test scores (ACT); cumulative grade point 
average at time of admission to teacher education program (AGFA); and 
cumulative grade point average at time of graduation and completion of 
the teacher education program (GGFA). 
Of those respondents for whom high school rank was available 
(n=140), approximately 25 percent were in the top 10 percent of their 
graduating class. Over 80 percent (n=113) ranked in the top one-half,-
while only slightly over 9 percent ranked below the 70th percentile 
(Table 8). The mean HSR for the agricultural education graduates was 
26.55 percent. When divided by career paths, the mean HSRs for teachers 
and nonteachers were 29.77 and 23.09, respectively. 
ACT scores were available for 122 (75.3 percent) of the graduates 
responding to the survey at time of graduation. Their scores ranged from 
13 to 31. Data presented in Table 9 showed that over 54 percent (n=66) 
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Table 8. High school rank, of graduates surveyed at time of graduation 
Per­ All ag. ed. grads. Teachers Nonteachers 
cen­
tile Per­ Cum. Per­ Cum. Per­ Cum. 
rank N cent percent N cent percent N cent percent 
1 3 2.1 2.1 2 2.9 2.9 1 1.4 1.4 
2 2 1.4 3.6 - — — 2 2.9 4.3 
3 2 1.6 5.0 1 1.4 4.3 1 1.4 5.8 
5 2 1.4 6.4 1 1.4 5.7 1 1.4 7.2 
6 6 4.3 10.7 3 4.3 10.0 3 4.3 11.6 
7 5 3.6 14.3 2 2.9 12.9 3 4.3 15.9 
8 4 2.9 17.1 1 1.4 14.3 3 4.3 20.3 
9 5 3.6 20.7 2 2.9 17.1 3 4.3 24.6 
10 5 3.6 26.3 . 2 2.9 20.0 3 4.3 29.0 
11-15 9 6.4 30.7 4 5.7 25.7 5 7.2 36.2 
16-20 20 14.3 45.0 9 12.9 38.6 11 15.9 52.2 
21-25 11 7.9 52.9 5 7.1 45.7 6 8.7 60.9 
26-30 10 7.1 60.0 6 8.6 54.3 4 5.8 66.7 
31-35 10 7.1 67.1 4 5.7 60.0 6 8.7 75.4 
36-40 7 5.0 72.1 4 5.7 65.7 3 4.3 79.7 
41-50 12 8.6 80.7 7 10.0 75.7 4 5.8 85.5 
51-60 7 5.0 85.7 5 7.1 82.9 2 2.9 88.4 
61-70 7 5.0 90.7 5 7.1 90.0 2 2.9 91.3 
71-79 13 9.3 100.0 7 10.0 100.0 6 8.7 100.0 
N/A 22 il _9 — 
162 100.0 83 100.0 78 100.0 
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Table 9. ACT scores of graduates surveyed at graduation 
Per­ All ag. ed. grads. Teachers Nonteachers 
cen­
tile Per­ Cum. Per­ Cum. Per­ Cum. 
rank N cent percent N cent percent N cent percent 
31 3 2.5 2.5 2 3.3 3.3 1 1.7 1.7 
JU 
29 3 2.5 5.0 2 3.3 6.6 1 1.7 3.3 
28 9 7.4 12.4 3 4.9 11.5 6 10.0 13.3 
27 11 9.0 21.4 5 8.2 19.7 6 10.0 23.3 
26 14 11.5 32.8 9 14.8 34.4 5 8.3 31.7 
25 12 9.8 42.6 10 16.4 50.8 2 3.3 35.0 
24 14 11.5 54.1 6 9.8 60.7 8 13.3 48.3 
23 11 9.0 63.1 4 6.6 67.2 7 11.7 60.0 
22 5 4.1 67.2 1 1.6 68.9 4 6.7 66.7 
21 9 7.4 74.6 5 8.2 77.0 4 6.7 73.3 
20 9 7.4 82.0 6 9.8 86.9 3 5.0 78.3 
19 5 4.1 86.1 2 3.3 90.2 3 5.0 83.3 
18 2 1.6 87.7 1 1.6 91.8 1 1.7 85.0 
17 4 3.3 91.0 2 3.3 95.1 2 3.3 88.3 
16 and 11 9.0 100.0 3 4.9 100.0 7 11.7 100.0 
below 
N/A 40 22 ii 
Totals 162 83 79 100.0 
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earned scores of 24 or above on the standardized collège entrance exam, 
while only nine (11 percent) received scores of 16 or below. The mean 
ACT score earned by agricultural education graduates responded to the 
survey at time of graduation was 23.15. The mean ACT score earned by 
those graduates who had indicated pursuing teaching careers at time of 
graduation was 23.58. This was slightly higher than the 22.85 mean ACT 
score of those indicating nonteaching plans. 
The cumulative grade point averages for agricultural education 
graduates (n=162) at the time they were admitted to the teacher education 
program are provided in Table 10. The AGPA's ranged from 2.07 to 4.00 on 
a 4.00 scale. Nearly 11 percent had earned AGPAs above 3.50, while 
slightly less than one-half (47 percent) were in the 3.26 to 2.76 range. 
The mean AGFA of agricultural education graduates in the study was 2.78 
as compared to 2.72 and 2.84 when divided by teachers and nonteachers, 
respectively. 
The cumulative grade point averages for the agricultural education 
graduates (n=162) at time of graduation from the teacher education 
program ranged from 2.35 to 3.93 on a 4.00 scale, with a mean score of 
2.95. Over 13 percent possessed a GGPA above 3.51. Presented in Table 
11 are data showing that over 77.8 percent of the graduates had earned a 
GGPA ranging from 2.50 to 3.36 by the time they had completed their 
course work and graduated from the teacher education program. When 
graduates were divided by their next year career plans, the nonteaching 
group had a slightly higher mean GGPA at 3.02 than did the teaching group 
at 2.88. 
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Table 10. Cumulative grade point average when admitted to Teacher 
Education Program 
Grade All ag. ed. grads. Teachers Nonteachers 
point 
ave­ Per­ Cum. Per­ Cum. Per­ Cum. 
rage N cent percent N cent percent N cent percent 
3.76 and 
above 5 4.2 4.2 1 . 1.8 1.8 4 6.5 6.5 
3.51-3.75 8 6.7 10.9 3 5.4 7.1 5 8.1 14.5 
3.26-3.50 11 9.2 20.2 3 5.4 12.5 8 12.9 27.4 
3.06-3.25 13 10.9 31.1 6 10.7 23.2 7 11.3 38.7 
2.76-3.00 15 12.6 43.7 9 16.1 39.3 5 8.1 46.8 
2.51-2.75 17 14.3 58.0 10 17.9 57.1 7 11.3 58.1 
2.30-2.50 44 37.0 95.0 21 37.5 94.6 23 37.1 95.2 
Less than 
2.30 6 5.0 100.0 3 5.4 100.0 3 4.8 100.0 
N/A M 27 li 
Totals 162 83 78 100.0 
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Table 11. Cumulative grade point average at time of graduation from 
Teacher Education Program 
Grade All ag. ed. grads. Teachers Nonteachers 
point — 
ave- Per- Cum. Per- Cum. Per- Cum. 
rage N cent percent N cent percent N cent percent 
3.76 and 
above 5 3.1 3.1 2 2.4 2.4 3 3.8 3.8 
3.51-3.75 17 10.5 13.6 5 6.0 8.4 12 15.4 19.2 
3.26-3.50 15 9.3 22.8 9 10.8 19.3 6 7.7 26.9 
3.01-3.25 21 13.0 35.8 5 6.0 25.3 15 19.2 46.2 
2.76-3.00 39 . 24.1 59.9 26 31.3 56.6 13 16.7 62.8 
2.51-2.75 51 31.5 91.4 28 33.7 90.4 23 29.5 92.3 
2.50 and 
below 14 8.6 100.0 _8 9.6 100.0 _6 7.7 100.0 
162 83 100.0 78 100.0 
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Hypothesis ^  
Hypothesis 1 stated that: There are no significant differences in 
the academic ability of the agricultural education graduates between the 
years of 1980 and 1989 as measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA, and GGPA. For 
purposes of statistical analysis, agricultural education graduates who 
completed the survey at the time of graduation were formed into three 
groups by year of graduation. Group one consisted of those graduates 
from 1980-83; group two, 1984-86; and group three, 1987-89. 
Mean ACT scores, GGPAs and AGPAs and HSRs for the three groups are 
provided in Table 12. Mean ACT scores varied from a high of 23.73 for 
the 1980-83 group to a low of 22.10 for the 1984-87 group. Mean GGPAs 
had increased over time from a low of 2.91 for the 1980-83 group to a 
high of 3.09 for the 1987-89 group. Group three, representing graduates 
from 1987 through 1989, showed the highest mean AGPA at 2.92. 
It should be pointed out that group two which consisted of the 
graduates from 1984 through 1986 showed: the lowest mean ACT score; 
lowest mean AGPA; had the lowest mean high school rank (higher number 
indicates à lower percentile rank); and had only a one-hundredth of a 
point higher mean GGPA than group one. Although data presented showed 
some variation in the measures of academic ability of the graduates 
across years included in the study (Table 12), ONE-WAY analysis of 
variance procedures found no significant differences between the three 
groups on any of the four measures; thus, hypothesis 1 was not 
rejected. It is concluded that there is no significant difference 
in the academic ability of agricultural education graduates between 
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Table 12. Academic ability variables by group and years of graduation 
for graduates surveyed at time of graduation 
Area/sample N Mean ,S,D. F-ratio F-prob. 
ACT 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 62 23.73 3.77 1.97 .1440 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 39 22.10 4.39 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 21 . 23.38 4.18 
GGPA 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 84 2.91 .36 2.42 .0920 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 2.92 .39 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 3.09 .47 
AGFA 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 41 2.79 .49 2.03 .1365 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 2.69 .46 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 2.92 .52 
HSR 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 68 23.57 17.91 1.73 .1814 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 40 29.95 19.01 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 23 29.43 22.24 
the years 1980 and 1989. 
Hypothesis 2 
Hypothesis 2 stated that: There are no significant differences 
between the academic ability of the agricultural education graduates who 
had signed teaching contracts or were actively seeking teaching contracts 
as agriculture instructors and those who were seeking other types of 
employment when surveyed at time of completion of the teacher training 
program as measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA, and GGPA. The T-TEST (SFSS-X) 
statistical procedure revealed no significant differences when the two 
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groups (teachers and nonteachers) were compared on mean ACT scores and 
AGPAs at the .05 level. As indicated in Table 13, however, significant 
differences were shown to exist between the two groups on their mean 
GGPAs and HSR. 
Table 13. Comparison of teachers and nonteachers with graduate students 
included on measures of academic ability surveyed at time of 
graduation 
Measure/ 
group N Mean S.D. 
T-
value 
2-tail 
prob. 
ACT 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
61 
60 
23.59 
22.85 
3.86 
4.15 
1.02 0.312 
GGPA 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
83 
78 
2.88 
3.02 
.36 
.42 
-2.24 0.026 
AGPA 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
56 
62 
2.72 
2.84 
.44 
.53 
-1.40 0.163 
HSR 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
65 
65 
29.77 
23.09 
20.38 
17.44 
2.01 0.047 
It should be noted, however, that the pre-test of variance included 
in the T-TEST procedures showed significant differences in variance of 
scores within each of the two groups on both GGPAs and HSRs. This 
• required the separate variance estimate procedure to be used. 
In previous analyses, only those graduates who had indicated they 
had obtained teaching positions or were actively seeking contracts to 
teach agricultural education were included in the "teacher" group. All 
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other respondents were automatically grouped in the "nonteacher" 
category. 
SPSS-X procedures SELECT IF, RECODE and FREQUENCIES revealed that 
seven (4.3 percent) of the respondents indicated they planned to enter 
graduate school the next academic year. Since the major premise of 
hypothesis 1 was to compare agricultural education graduates seeking 
employment as agriculture teachers from those seeking nonteaching 
positions, it was necessary to temporarily isolate those with graduate 
school plans for comparison. 
Presented in Table 14 are results of ONE-WAY analysis of variance 
procedures comparing the agricultural education graduates on measures of 
academic ability after they were separated into three groups: (1) 
teachers; (2) nonteachers; and (3) graduate students. The mean GGPAs 
of the three groups: 2.88, 2.99, and 3.26, respectively, were found 
to be significantly different at the .05 level. A Scheffe's post hoc 
test further isolated a significant difference in mean GGPAs between 
the groups planning to attend graduate school and those planning to 
teach. 
No significant differences were found among the three groups on the 
other measures of academic ability: mean ACT scores, AGPAs, or HSRs 
(Table 14). It should also be noted that the significant difference in 
mean HSR reported earlier (Table 13) between teachers and nonteachers was 
not found by the ONE-WAY procedure when graduate students were isolated 
as a separate group. 
Due to the low number of graduate students (n=7) used in the 
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Table 14. Comparison of teachers, nonteachers, and graduate students 
on measures of academic ability surveyed at time of graduation 
Measure/ T- 2-tall 
group N Mean S.D. value prob. 
ACT 
Teachers 61 23.59 
Nonteachers 54 22.72 
Graduate students 6 24.00 
3.86 
4.11 
4.73 
.7877 .4573 
GGPA 
Teachers 83 
Nonteachers 71 
Graduate students 7 
2.88 
2.99 
3.26 
.36 
.42 
.46 
4.1543 .01740' 
AGFA 
Teachers 56 
Nonteachers 55 
Graduate students 7 
2.72 
2.81  
3.06 
.44 
.52 
.61 
1.7538 .1777 
HSR 
Teachers 65 
Nonteachers 58 
Graduate students 7 
29.79 
23.40 
20.57 
20.38 
17.38 
19.16 
2.0691 ,1305 
^Scheffe's Post Hoc Multiple Range Test showed graduate students 
were significantly different from teacher at the .05 level. 
previously mentioned comparisons, the reader is cautioned of the weakness 
in the F-tests. Results should be interpreted with this fact in mind. 
As a final test, another series of t-test procedures were used to 
compare the four measures of academic ability between the teachers and 
nonteachers after those planning to attend graduate school (n=7) were 
removed. As indicated by data presented in Table 15, no significant 
differences were found at the .05 level. 
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Table 15. Comparison of teachers and nonteachers with graduate students 
removed on measures of academic ability surveyed at time of 
graduation 
Measure/ T- 2-tail 
group N Mean S.D. value prob. 
ACT 
Teachers 61 23.59 3.86 1.16 0.248 
Nonteachers 54 22.72 4.11 
GGPA 
Teachers 83 2.88 .36 -1.84 0.068 
Nonteachers 71 2.99 .42 
AGFA 
Teachers 56 2.72 .43 -1.09 0.297 
Nonteachers 55 2.81 .52 
HSR 
Teachers 65 29.77 20.38 1.85 0.066 
Nonteachers 58 23.40 17.38 
Hypothesis 3 was thus generally supported based on the assumption 
that although the small group planning to enter graduate school the next 
academic year following graduation had not obtained or were not actively 
seeking teaching positions, neither were they readily available for full-
time nonteaching employment. It appears that the academic ability of 
those graduates who planned to teach and those who sought nonteaching 
employment upon completion of the B.S. degree in Agricultural Education 
were essentially the same. 
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Adequacy of teacher preparation 2. graduation 
Respondents to the survey conducted at time of graduation were asked 
to rate the adequacy of their professional teacher education preparation 
in various areas. Over the nine years included in this study, several 
areas have been added to the original 23, while others were deleted, 
resulting in 34 common areas of teacher preparation for comparison. The 
rating scale used was: very adequate = 5, adequate = 4, neutral = 3, 
inadequate = 2, and very inadequate = 1. 
For part of the analysis of the adequacy of the professional teacher 
preparation between groups and across time, 26 of the areas were reduced 
into four composite areas. Seven areas were analyzed individually, and 
one area (developing your own teaching style) was not used because it was 
not asked until the 1986 survey. Composites were based on the recom­
mendations of Kemis and Warren (1990) in a technical report published by 
the Research Institute for Studies in Education office (RISE). 
As indicated in Chapter III, the primary data of this study and the 
instruments used to collect it were part of a comprehensive ongoing 
research project conducted by the RISE office. Comprehensive statistical 
analyses that consisted of factor analysis, reliability and average 
inter-item correlation had been conducted on several sub-samples within 
the master longitudinal data set (Kemis & Warren, 1990). Presented in 
Table 16 are the resulting inter-item correlations and reliability 
coefficients for the professional teacher education preparation area 
composites and the areas within each. Presented later in this chapter 
are other composites of multi-item questions included in the survey 
Table 16. Inter-Item correlations and reliability coefficients for professional teacher 
education preparation area composites 
Composite/preparation 
areas 
Graduation One-year One-year Five-year Five-year 
adequacy adequacy importance adequacy importance 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
Planning and Delivering 
Instruction 0.41 0.89 0.38 0.88 0.27 0.81 0.35 0.87 0.35 0.86 
Relating activities to 
interests/abilities 
Locating and using 
materials 
Evaluating own instruc­
tion 
Selecting and organizing 
materials 
Using a variety of in­
structional techniques 
Planning instructional 
units and lessons 
Using community resources 
Techniques of curriculum 
construction 
Content area preparation 
Assessing and implementing 
innovations 
Interpersonal Relationships 
and Individual Differences 0.42 0.84 0.33 0.78 0.40 0.82 0.33 0.78 0.36 0.80 
Appreciating differences 
in values and lifestyles 
Table 16. (Continued) 
Composite/preparation 
areas 
Graduation 
adequacy 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
One-year 
adequacy 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
One-year 
importance 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Five-year 
adequacy 
Alpha 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
Five-year 
importance 
Inter-
item 
corre­
lation 
Alpha 
Skill in working with 
other teachers 
Skill in working with 
parents 
Consultation skills 
with professionals 
Understanding teachers' 
roles 
Influences of laws and 
policies for schools 
Professional ethics and 
legal obligations 
Assessing and Dealing with 
Learning Problems 0.59 0,85 0.54 0.82 0.55 0.83 0.59 0.85 0.64 0.87 
Referring students to 
special assistance 
Skill in mainstrearning 
handicapped 
Dealing with learning 
problems 
Assessing learning 
problems 
Table 16. (Continued) 
Graduation One-year One-year Five-year Five-year 
Composite/preparation adequacy adequacy Importance adequacy Importance 
areas Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter- Inter-
Alpha corrt Alpha clTe- Alpha Alpha cor::- Alpha 
lation lation lation lation lation 
Testing and Evaluating 
Students 0.49 0.74 0.39 0.66 0.40 0.66 0.38 0.65 0.40 0.66 
Developing tests 
Interpreting 
standardized tests 
Evaluating student 
work 
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instruments. 
Areas of teacher preparation with a mean rating of 4.0 or above 
indicating adequate or better preparation among all agricultural 
education graduates responding were: using community resources (4.24), 
content preparation in area of specialization (4.23), using a variety of 
instructional techniques (4.14), preparing and using media (4.12), and 
locating and using material and resources (4.04). Only three areas of 
preparation received mean adequacy ratings less than.3.00 or neutral. 
Skills for mainstreaming handicapped students were rated at 2.93, 
followed by methods of working with children with learning problems at 
2.67 and assessing learning problems at 2.56. Presented in Table 17 are 
the mean and standard deviations for each of the 34 specific teacher 
preparation areas. 
The agricultural education graduates surveyed at time of graduation 
were again divided into two groups: teachers and nonteachers for 
comparisons of the composites and remaining individual areas of teacher 
preparation. Presented in Table 18 are the means and standard deviation 
for all areas by groups. The only area of preparation rated better than 
adequate was preparing and using media. The mean score ratings of the 
adequacy of preparation in this area were 4.02 and 4.23, respectively, 
for teachers and nonteachers. 
Two areas were rated below neutral but higher than Inadequate. 
Teachers rated the adequacy of preparation in assessing and dealing with 
learning problems with a mean score of 2.61 as compared to 2.7 3 for the 
nonteachers. Classroom management was rated at 2.85 and 2.81 by teachers 
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Table 17. Adequacy of preparation in selected areas of teacher 
education surveyed at graduation 
Area Mean* S .D. 
Using community resources^ 4.24 ' .83 
Content preparation in area of specialization 4.23 .92 
Using a variety of instructional techniques 4.14 .78 
Preparing and using media 4.12 .89 
Locating and using materials and resources in your 
specialty area 4.04 .84 
Developing own teaching style by observing others 3.92 1 .08 
Planning units of instruction and individual lessons 3.86 .92 
Selecting and organizing materials 3.85 .96 
Relating activities to interests and abilities of 
students ^ 3.80 .88 
Using written communication 3.75 .92 
Evaluating and reporting student work and achievement 3.71 .90 
Appreciating and understanding individual and 
intergroup differences in values and lifestyles 3.68 .93 
Individualizing instruction 3.65 .93 
Professional ethics and legal obligations 3.64 .89 
Evaluating your own instruction 3.61 .84 
Understanding teachers' role in relation to 
administrators, supervisors and counselors 3.61 .99 
Techniques of curriculum construction^ 
Teaching basic skills 
3.61 1 .03 
3.61 .79 
Psychology of learning and its application to teaching 3.55 .87 
Developing tests , 3.55 1 .03 
Techniques of infusing multicultural learning 3.44 1 .15 
Assessing and implementing innovations 3.44 .90 
Working with other teachers 3.43 .98 
Maintaining students' interest 3.41 .94 
Interpreting and using standardized tests y 3.27 .98 
Influence of laws and policies related to schools 3.26 1 .01 
Working with parents 3.25 1 .14 
Consultation skills in interacting with other 
professionals ^ 3.24 1 .09 
Developing student-student relationships ^ 3.15 1 .10 
Referring students for special assistance 3.08 .98 
^Rating Scale: Very adequate = 5; adequate = 4; neutral = 3; 
inadequate = 2; very inadequate = 1. 
Not asked until 1982. 
^Not asked until 1987. 
Not asked until 1983. 
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Table 17. (Continued) 
Area Mean^ S .D. 
d 
Skills for mainstreamlng handicapped students 2.93 1 .03 
Understanding and managing behavior problems in the 
classroom 2.83 1 .06 
Methods of working with children with learning 
problems 2.67 1 .06 
Assessing learning problems 2.56 .99 
Table 18. Comparisons of teachers and nonteachers on composite areas of professional teacher 
education preparation surveyed at time of graduation 
Area/specific compe­ Teachers Nonteacher G 
t-
value 
2-tai: 
prob tencies included N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. 
Planning and delivering 83 3.78 .61 78 3.86 .52 -0.920 .359 
instruction 
Interpersonal relation­ 83 3.44 .81 78 3.44 .71 -0.01 .988 
ships and individual 
differences 
Assess/deal with learning 82 2.61 .93 77 2.73 .91 -0.87 .386 
problems 
Testing/evaluating 83 3.48 .79 78 3.55 .81 -0.54 .593 
students 
Preparing and using media 83 4.02 .99 77 4.23 .76 -1.51 .133 
Classroom management 83 2.86 1.08 78 2.81 1.06 0.28 .778 
Teaching basic skills 42 3.62 .76 48 3.60 .82 0.09 .929 
Developing student- 43 3.16 1.11 50 3.14 1.11 0.10 .921 
student relationships 
Psychology of learning 82 3.41 .98 77 3.70 .73 -2,10 .037 
Techniques of infusing 56 3.38 1.20 62 3.47 1.10 -0.44 .662 
multicultural learning^ 
Using written 56 3.70 .97 61 3.80 .87 -0.63 .532 
communication 
^Rating scale: very adequate = 5; adequate = 4; neutral = 3; inadequate = 2; very 
inadequate =1. 
^Not asked until 1983. 
^Not asked until 1982, 
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and nonteachers, respectively. All other composites and individual areas 
of teacher preparation had mean score ratings between 3 (neutral) and 4 
(adequate). 
Hypothesis 2 
Hypothesis 3 stated: There are no significant differences in the 
teachers' and nonteachers' perceptions of the adequacy of preparation 
received in selected areas of professional teacher preparation surveyed 
at time of graduation. 
To test this hypothesis, T-TEST procedures were used to compare the 
mean score ratings on all four composite areas of teacher preparation and 
the seven remaining seven individual areas. Psychology of learning was 
the only area rated significantly different at the .05 level. The mean 
score rating for the nonteachers was significantly higher at 3.70 as 
compared to 3.41 for the teachers (Table 18). 
Hypothesis 3 is generally supported. Only one of the eleven 
variables used to measure adequacy of preparation was significantly 
different between the two groups. It can be concluded that those 
entering teaching and those not at time of graduation are generally as 
equally prepared in all areas of professional teacher preparation with 
the exception of the understanding of psychology of learning. 
Hypothesis 4^ 
Hypothesis 4 stated; There are no significant differences in 
perceptions of the adequacy of preparation received in selected areas of 
professional teacher preparation by agricultural education graduates from 
55 
1980 through 1989. For purposes of statistical analysis, agricultural 
education graduates who completed the survey at the time of graduation 
were combined in three groups by year of graduation. Group one consisted 
of those graduates from 1980-83; group two, 1984-86; and group three, 
1987-89. 
Hypothesis 4 was tested using ONE-WAY analysis of variance tests. 
Presented in Table 19 are data that generally do not reject hypothesis 4. 
As shown, the adequacy of preparation in nine of the eleven areas were 
not rated significantly different by graduates in the three grouped years 
of graduation. The mean ratings for the adequacy of preparation in 
planning and delivering instruction were significantly different, as was 
assessing and dealing with learning problems at the .05 level. 
Additional analysis using Scheffe's post hoc test revealed that 
group two, those graduates from 1984-86 had rated the adequacy of 
preparation in assessing and dealing with learning problems significantly 
higher (3.10) than those graduating from 1980-83 (2.36). It should be 
noted, however, that Scheffe's post hoc test failed to show the 
difference in the mean ratings among the three groups on planning and 
delivering instruction indicated by the ONE-WAY procedure. It is assumed 
that the difference was between the highest mean score of 3.97 for those 
graduating from 1984/86 and the lowest of 3.72, representing graduates 
from 1980/83. 
It can be concluded that agricultural education graduates between 
the years of 1980 and 1989 are generally equally prepared in all areas of 
professional teacher preparation with the exception of assessing and 
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Table 19. Adequacy of preparation in selected areas of teacher 
preparation by grouped years of graduation surveyed at 
graduation 
Area/grouped years N Mean^ S.D. F-ratio F-prob. 
Planning and delivering 
instruction 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 84 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
3.72 
3.97 
3.84 
.56 
.57 
.55 
3.0805 .0487 
Interpersonal relation­
ships and individual 
differences 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 
84 
49 
29 
3.38 
3.64 
3.27 
.72 
.77 
.83 
2.8655 .0599 
Assess/deal with 
learning problems 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 82 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
2.36 
3.10 
2.80 
.85 
.82 
.96 
11.5787 .0000 
Testing/evaluating 
students 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 84 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
3.46 
3.61 
3.52 
.73 
.83 
.91 
.5792 .5615 
Preparing and using 
media 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 83 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
4.18 
4.20 
3.83 
.80 
.89 
1.07 
2.0199 .1361 
^Rating Scale of adequacy; very adequate = 5; adequate = 4; neutral 
= 3; inadequate = 2; very inadequate = 1. 
^Scheffl's post hoc test failed to locate the difference between the 
three groups. 
'^Scheffe's post hoc test showed significant differences between 
1984-86 and 1980-83 graduates. 
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Table 19. (Continued) 
Area/grouped years N Mean^ S.D. F-ratio F-prob. 
Classroom management 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 84 2.71 1.04 1.2969 .2763 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 3.02 1.09 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 2.86 1.09 
Psychology of learning 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 83 3.51 .86 .4421 .6435 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 3.65 .86 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 28 3.54 .96 
Techniques of infusing^ 
multicultural learning 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 41 3.59 1.14 .9279 .3983 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 3.45 1.19 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 3.21 1.08 
Using written communication^ 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 40 3.67 .76 .3612 .6977 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 3.84 1.03 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 3.72 .92 
Teaching basic skills® 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 17 3.41 .71 .7828 .4603 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 45 3.62 .81 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 28 3.71 .81 
Developing student-
student relationships® 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 18 3.11 .90 .0202 . , .9800 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 47 3.15 1.18 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 28 3.18 1.12 
^Not asked until 1982. 
^Not asked until 1983. 
58 
dealing with learning problems and planning and delivering instruction. 
It should be noted that improvements have been made in both areas 
since the lowest ratings for the years of 1980-83, and no significant 
differences were shown on either area between the years of 1984 and 
1989. 
Self-evaluation as teachers 2. graduation 
Two questions included in the survey instruments asked agricultural 
education graduates to rate themselves as teachers. The first question 
asked the graduate to indicate whether he/she would consider him/herself 
to be "an excellent teacher," "a better than average teacher," "an 
average teacher," a below average teacher," or "an inadequate teacher." 
The responses were scored 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively. As a group, 
62.2 percent (N=100) of the respondents considered themselves to be 
better than average teachers, and 26.7 percent rated themselves as 
excellent. As shown in Figure 1, only 1.2 percent (n=2) felt they would 
be below average teachers. When the respondents were divided into two 
groups (teachers and nonteachers) based on their next year's career 
plans, the results were generally the same (see Figures 2 and 3). 
Results of a chi-square analysis revealed that there were no significant 
differences in the distribution of the self-ratings of the two groups 
(chi-square = 2.86; significance = .4132; two missing observations). 
A second question asked respondents to self-rate themselves on 
sixteen selected teaching behaviors based on their student teaching 
experience. An eleven-point scale ranging from 0 through 10 with 0 = 
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Bel OU 
average 
1.2% 26.7% Excellent 
Better than 62.2% 
average 
9.9% Average 
Figure 1. Graduates' self-rated adequacy as a teacher 
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28.9% Excellent 
8.4% Average 
Better than 62.7% 
average 
Figure 2. Graduates who planned to teach - self-rated adequacy as a 
teacher 
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Bel OU 
average 
2.6% 24.7% Excellent 
Better than 61.0% 
average 
11.7% Average 
Figure 3. Graduates who did not plan to teach - self-rated adequacy 
as a teacher 
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very low and 10 = very high was used. It should be noted that this item 
was not added to the survey instrument until the fall of 1986; therefore, 
only limited data were available. 
All sixteen areas had an overall mean of between 8.62 and 7.41, 
indicating that the graduates generally rated their student teaching 
behaviors relatively high. Those areas receiving the highest ratings 
included; exhibiting positive concepts (8.62), demonstrating subject 
knowledge (8.55), and demonstrating sensitivity (8.55). Those areas 
rated lowest were: accommodating all ability levels (7.52), managing 
instructional activities and ensuring student time on task (7.41), and 
providing setting conducive to learning (7.41). Presented in Table 20 is 
a list of all sixteen teaching behaviors and the mean rating and standard 
deviation of each. 
Again, based on previous work cited by Kemis and Warren (1990), 
twelve teaching behavior areas were reduced to two composites for further 
analysis. The composites were: (1) learning environment performance; 
and (2) teaching behavior performance. The specific areas included in 
each composite and the inter-item correlations and reliability 
coefficients are presented in Table 21. The remaining four behaviors: 
managing instructional activities, demonstrating sensitivity, 
accommodating all ability levels, and using a variety of resources, were 
compared as single items. 
As shown in Table 22, there were no significant differences among 
the mean ratings for the teachers and nonteachers on the two composite or 
other individual teacher behavior areas. The reader is cautioned to take 
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Table 20. Graduates' self-appraisal rating of selected teaching 
behaviors surveyed at graduation 
Behavior Mean^ S .D. 
Exhibiting positive concept 8. 62 1 .45 
Demonstrating subject knowledge 8, .55 1 .05 
Demonstrating sensitivity 8. 55 1 .43 
Communicating effectively with students 8, .38 1 .29 
Demonstrating effective planning and organization 
skills 8. 38 1 .29 
Maintaining high expectation for student achievement 8, .00 1 .71 
Incorporating effective questioning techniques 7, .97 1 .35 
Monitoring/evaluating student progress and 
understanding 7, .86 1 .25 
Implementing lesson plans effectively 7, .72 . 1 .71 
Maintaining high standards for student behavior 7, .69 1 .83 
Using a variety of instructional resources 7, .66 2 .38 
Motivating students 7, .59 1 .48 
Providing clear, concise explanations and 
examples 7, .48 1 .60 
Accommodating all ability levels 7, .52 1 .92 
Managing instructional activities and ensuring 
student time on task 7, .41 1 .66 
Providing setting conducive to learning 7, .41 1 .50 
^Not asked until Fall 1986. 
^Rating Scale: 0 through 10 with 0 = very low and 10 = very high. 
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Table 21. Inter-item correlations and reliability coefficients 
self-appraisal of teaching behaviors composites 
for 
Composites/behavior areas Inter-item 
correlation Alpha 
Learning Environment Performance 0.37 0.81 
Providing setting conducive to learning 
Motivating students 
Communicating effectively with students 
Exhibiting a positive concept 
Maintaining high expectations for student 
achievement 
Incorporating effective questioning 
techniques 
Maintaining high standards for student 
behavior 
Teaching Behavior Performance 0.44 0.83 
Demonstrating knowledge of subject matter 
Monitoring/evaluating student progress and 
understanding 
Providing clear, concise explanations and 
examples 
Demonstrating effective planning and 
organization skills 
Using evaluation activities appropriately 
Implementing the lesson plans effectively 
into account the low frequency counts of the two groups since only 1986 
through 1989 data were available. 
Satisfaction with student teaching ^  graduation 
Graduates were asked to rate their satisfaction with four aspects of 
their student teaching experience: (1) geographic location; (2) 
cooperating teacher; (3) university supervisor; and (4) based on your 
Table 22. Graduates* self-appraisal rating of teaching behavior composites at graduation^ 
Behavior/sub-items 
Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N w b Mean S.D. N Mean^ S.D. 
Learning environment 
performance 
14 7.94 1.17 15 7.96 1.01 -0.06 0.955 
Teaching behavior 
performance 
14 8.00 1.33 15 8.00 .56 0.00 1.000 
Managing instructional 
activities 
14 7.36 2.06 15 7.47 1.25 -0.17 0.863 
Demonstrating sensitivity 14 8.36 1.34 15 8.73 1.53 -0.70 0.489 
Accommodating all ability 
levels 14 8.00 2.04 15 7.07 1.75 1.32 0.199 
Using a variety of 
resources • 14 7.29 2.89 15 8.00 1.81 -0.80 0.429 
^Not asked until Fall 1986. 
^Rating scale; 0 through 10 with 0 = very low and 10 = very high. 
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student teaching experience, what Is your reaction to teaching as a 
career? A five-point scale ranging from 5 = very satisfied to 1 = very 
dissatisfied was used. 
As shown in Table 23, there was a general satisfaction among 
graduates with the listed aspects of their student teaching experiences. 
When divided by teachers and nonteachers, only one aspect was rated below 
4.00. The t-test procedure did reveal that, based on their student 
teaching experience, graduates with teaching plans rated their reactions 
to teaching as a career significantly higher, with a mean score of 4.20, 
than did nonteachers, with a score of 3.39. 
Graduates were again divided into three groups based on their year 
of graduation to compare satisfaction with aspects of student teaching 
Table 23. Rating of student teaching satisfaction by career plan 
at time of graduation 
T- 2-tail 
Area/plan N Mean S.D. . value prob. 
Geographic location 
Teachers 83 4.11 
Nonteachers 71 4.21 
Cooperating teacher 
Teachers 83 4.53 
Nonteachers 71 4.65 
University supervision 
Teachers 83 4.31 
Nonteachers 70 4.24 
Career 
Teachers 82 4.20 
Nonteachers 70 3.39 
1.15 -0.56 0.578 
1.13 
.79 -1.06 0.290 
.59 
1.02 0.46 0.647 
.84 
.76 5.88 0.000 
.94 
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across time. Group one consisted of those graduates from 1980-83; group 
two, 1984-86; and group three, 1987-89. As shown in Table 24, graduates 
remained consistent in their satisfaction with cooperating teachers, 
university supervisors and teaching as a career. However, a significant 
difference was found between the groups on satisfaction with the 
geographic location of their student teaching. Scheffe's post hoc test 
revealed the significant difference was between those graduating from 
1980-83 and those who graduated between 1984-86. 
Table 24. Ratings of student teaching satisfactions by group years 
of graduation surveyed at time of graduation 
Area/sample N Mean S.D. F-ratio F-prob. 
Geographic location 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 84 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
3.90 
4.49 
4.38 
1.27 
.89 
.82 
5.0920 .0072' 
Cooperating teacher 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 84 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 49 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
4.57 
4.65 
4.59 
.65 
.66 
.87 
.2195 .8032 
University supervision 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 84 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 48 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
4.27 
4.33 
4.24 
1.06 
.74 
.87 
.1013 .9038 
Career 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 
83 
48 
29 
3.75 
3.94 
3.83 
.96 
.93 
.76 
.6549 .5209 
*Scheffâ's post hoc test showed 1987/89 graduates were significantly 
different from 1980/83 graduates. 
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Rating of quality of Teacher Education Program ^  
graduation 
Graduates were asked to rate on a scale of 0 to 10 (0 = very poor to 
10 = very high) the quality of the Teacher Education Program at Iowa 
State University. The mean rating for all respondents was 6.58. As 
shown by data presented in Table 25, the t-test procedure revealed no 
significant difference in mean ratings when graduates were divided by 
teaching and nonteaching career plans. 
Occupational characteristics ^  graduation 
Included in the survey instrument was a listing of 18 occupational 
characteristics. Respondents were asked to indicate how important it was 
for a job to provide them that characteristic. The rating scale used 
was: 5 = very important, 4 = important, 3 = neutral, 2 = unimportant, 
and I = very unimportant. Of most importance to graduates was a job that 
provided: variety, challenge; and opportunities to work with people, not 
things, as was indicated by the 4.59, 4.58,and 4.53 mean ratings, 
respectively. The least important characteristic, with a mean rating of 
3.46, was control over what others do. The means and standard deviation 
for each characteristic are presented in Table 26a in descending order of 
importance. 
For between group and across time of graduation comparisons, the 18 
occupational characteristics were reduced to the following four 
composites: (1) challenge/leadership; (2) extrinsic rewards; (3) 
employee empowerment; and (4) humanity/service. Presented in Table 26b 
are the list of composites with the corresponding occupational 
Table 25. Teachers versus nonteachers—rating of quality of Teacher Education Program surveyed 
at graduation^ 
Item 
All graduates Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. 
Overall program rating 117 6.58 1.87 56 6.42 1.89 61 6.72 1.86 -0.87 0.387 
^Not asked until 1982. 
b 
Rating Scale: 0 through 10 with 0 = very low and 10 = very high. 
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Table 26a. Rating of selected occupational characteristics of time at 
graduation 
Characteristic Mean S.D. 
Variety in work 4.59 .58 
Challenge 4.58 .57 
Work with people, not things 4.53 .64 
Help and serve others 4.52 .60 
Control over what I do 4.51 .60 
Opportunity to be creative 4.48 .61 
Responsibility 4.48 .60 
Opportunity to use abilities 4.46 .61 
Exercise leadership 4.46 .62 
Stable and secure future 4.26 .74 
Opportunity for advancement 4.17 .88 
Freedom from supervision 4.05 .85 
Fringe benefits 4.01 .86 
Adventure 3.93 • .84 
Effect social change 3.70 .78 
Earn a great deal of money- 3.56 .93 
Social status and prestige 3.53 .85 
Control over what others do 3.46 .94 
^Rating Scale: 5 = very important; 4 = important; 3 = neutral; 2 = 
unimportant; and 1 = very unimportant. 
characteristics, and the coefficients and inter-item correlation each. 
The employee empowerment composite was rated most important by both 
teachers and nonteachers with mean ratings of 4.42 and 4.33, 
respectively. Of least importance to teachers were those occupational 
characteristics dealing with extrinsic rewards with a mean rating of 3.80 
as compared to 4.01 for nonteachers. As indicated by data presented in 
Table 27, this was the only composite (extrinsic rewards) rated 
significantly different between teachers and nonteachers. 
To compare the importance of the occupational characteristics to 
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Table 26b. Inter-item correlations and reliability coefficients for 
occupational characteristic composites 
Composite/characteristics Inter-item 
correlation Alpha 
Challenge/Leadership 0.58 0.81 
Challenge 
Responsibility-
Variety in the work 
Opportunity to exercise leadership 
Adventure 
Control over what others do 
Extrinsic Rewards 0.51 0.74 
Opportunity to earn a good deal of money 
Opportunity for advancement 
Social status and prestige 
Opportunity for a relatively stable and 
secure future 
Fringe benefits (health care, retirement 
benefits) 
Employee Empowerment 0.60 0.79 
Opportunity to be creative and original 
Opportunity to use special abilities or 
aptitudes 
Control over what I do 
Relative freedom from supervision from 
others 
Humanity/Service 0.46 0.64 
Opportunity to help and serve others 
Opportunity to effect social change 
Opportunity to work with people rather 
than things 
Table 27. Rating of selected occupational characteristics by career plans at graduation 
Characteristics/sub-
characteristics 
Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean® S.D. N Mean® S.D. 
Challenge/leadership 81 4.19 .47 77 4.31 .45 -1.60 .111 
Extrinsic rewards 81 3.80 .58 77 4.01 .54 -2.35 .020 
Teacher empowerment 81 4.42 .42 77 4.33 .39 1.27 .206 
Humanity/service 81 4.31 .47 77 4.18 .53 1.62 .108 
^Rating Scale: 5 = very important; 4 = important; 3 = neutral; 2 = unimportant; and 1 = 
very unimportant. 
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graduates across time, respondents were combined into three groups by 
year of graduation. Group one consisted of those graduates from 1980-83; 
group two, 1984-86; and group three, 1987-89. As indicated by data shown 
in Table 28, ONE-WAY procedures found no significant differences among 
the three groups on the importance of the four occupational 
characteristics composites. 
Table 28. Rating of selected occupational characteristics by grouped 
years of graduation surveyed at time 2 
Characteristics/ 
grouped years Mean S.D. F-ratio F-prob. 
Challenge/leadership 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 81 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 48 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
4.26 
4.24 
4.23 
.43 
.45 
.56 
.0507 .9506 
Extrinsic rewards 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 81 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 48 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 29 
3.90 
3.97 
3.80 
.48 
.62 
.69 
.8245 .4404 
Employee empowerment 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 
Humanity/service 
Grad.-Acad. 80/83 
Grad.-Acad. 84/86 
Grad.-Acad. 87/89 
8 1  
48 
29 
81 
48 
29 
4.32 
4.45 
4.41 
4.27 
4.20 
4.24 
.41 
.40 
.41 
.45 
.56 
.56 
1.4872 
.2636 
.2292 
.7687 
^Rating Scale: 5 = Very important; 4 = important; 3 = neutral; 2 = 
unimportant; 1 = very unimportant. 
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Reasons nonteachers did not teach ^  graduation 
Added to the survey instrument in 1982 was a question asking 
graduates who did not plan to teach, to indicate the reasons. The 
original list of six reasons was later expanded to 13 in 1987. 
Respondents were given the opportunity to check as many as were 
applicable and to specify other reasons if they desired. It should be 
noted that between the years of 1982 and 1989, 72 graduates indicated 
they did not plan to teach and could have responded. For those items 
added in 1987, the possible number of graduates with nonteaching plans 
who could have responded was 25. 
Inadequate salaries was the reason most often given by agricultural 
education graduates for not entering the teaching field, followed by 
greater career opportunities in nonacademic jobs. Forty-one of the 
seventy-five nonteachers (56.9 percent) desired higher paying jobs. 
Presented in Table 29 is a listing of all possible reasons and the 
frequency and percent of respondents checking each. 
Comparisons of Teachers and Nonteachers and their 
Perceptions One Year Following Graduation 
Two hundred ninety-four graduates of the ISU Agricultural Education 
Department who received a B.S. degree in Agricultural Education and 
certified to teach secondary agriculture from Spring Quarter, 1980 
through the Spring Semester, 1989 were surveyed approximately one year 
following their respective graduation dates. Data were collected from 
141 (48 percent) respondents via the "One-Year Follow-up Teacher 
Education Graduate Survey" and were combined with permanent record 
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Table 29. Reasons nonteachers did not plan to enter 
surveyed at graduation 
field of education 
Reason 
Frequency 
checked 
Per­
cent 
Inadequate salaries^ 41 56.9 
Greater career opportunities^ 29 40.3 
Family obligations^ 12 16.7 
Lack of teaching position^ 11 15.3 
Not planned to teach^ 6 8.3 • 
Experiences in student teaching^ 3 4.2 
Student-related (motivation, lack of discipline, 
general attitude)^ 4 16.0 
General administrative framework^ 3 12.0 
Lack of respect^ 3 12.0 
General working conditions^ 2 8.0 
Lack of advancement opportunities^ 2 8.0 
Emotional aspects^ 0 — —  
Lack of support from parents/community^ 0 00 
^Respondents could check as many as were applicable. 
'^Not asked until 1982, N of nonteacher 1982-1989 = 72. 
%ot asked until 1987, N of nonteacher 1987-1989 =25. 
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information on file. 
Of the 141 respondents, 76 (53.9 percent) were teaching with the 
remaining 65 (46.1 percent) employed in nonteaching jobs. When asked if 
they would prepare to be a teacher again, 57.7 percent of teachers, 
indicated they would as compared to only 47.6 percent of the nonteachers. 
A.S shown in Table 30, approximately 30 percent of each group were 
undecided. Only 12.7 and 23.8 percent, respectively, of teachers and 
nonteachers indicated they definitely would not prepare to teach again. 
No significant differences were found in the distribution between the two 
groups (Table 30). 
When asked to indicate their career plans for the next years, 
responses were quite varied between the two groups, as revealed by data 
presented in Tables 31 and 32. Approximately 94 percent (n=75) of 
teachers said they would stay in the same position, seek a similar 
position, or they had already accepted another teaching position. Over 
Table 30. Response to "Would you prepare to become a teacher again?" 
surveyed at one year 
Teachers Nonteachers 
Plan 
N Percent N Percent 
Yes 41 57.7 30 47.6 
Undecided 21 29.6 18 28.6 
No _9 12.7 23.8 
Totals 71 100.0 63 100.0 
^Chi-square = 2.9680; significance = .2267 (1 missing observation). 
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Table 31. Teachers' plans next year, surveyed at one year 
Plan N Percent 
Same position 63 79.7 
Seek similar position 9 11.4 
Accepted similar position 2 2.5 
Employed outside education 5 6.3 
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Table 32. Nonteachers' plans next year, surveyed at one year 
Plan N Percent 
Obtained teaching position 1 1.5 
Seeking teaching position 7 10.8 
Not planning to teach 42 64.6 
Remain in same position 12 18.5 
Seek similar position 1 1.5 
Education but not teaching 1 1.5 
Other 1 1.5 
65 • 100.0 
64 percent (n=42) of the nonteachers indicated they were not seeking 
teaching jobs; however, only 18 percent (n=12) said they would remain in 
the same position. 
In a follow-up question, respondents were asked to indicate the 
level of satisfaction with their current job using a scale of 0 to 10 
with 0 = very low and 10 = very high. Although the mean rating of 
nonteachers was slightly higher at 7.35 as compared with 6.76 for 
teachers, a t-test showed no significant difference in the two groups 
(Table 33). 
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Table 33. Satisfaction with current job, one year following graduation^ 
Teachers Nonteachers 2-
Characteristic T- tail 
N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. value prob. 
Current job 75 6.76 2.15 57 7.35 1.88 -1.65 .101 
^Rating Scale: 0 through 10 with 0 = very low and 10 = very high. 
When responding to a list of eight possible reasons for accepting 
their current position, both teachers and nonteachers rated the type of 
position the highest. On a rating scale of 1 to 5 with 1 = very 
unimportant to 5 = very important, the mean ratings were 4.34 and 4.33, 
respectively. Teachers put the least emphasis in their spouse having a 
job in the community, with a mean rating of 3.15, which was only slightly 
above neutral. As shown by data presented in Table 34, nonteachers put 
significantly more importance in the salary offered and the reputation of 
the organization, firm or school, as did teachers. All reasons were 
rated above neutral for both groups. 
Listed in Table 35 are the five year long-range career plans for 
both teachers and nonteachers surveyed one year following graduation. 
Approximately thirty of the teachers indicated they planned to remain in 
teaching, while over 8 percent of nonteachers expressed plans to enter 
teaching. Twenty-five percent and twenty-nine of teachers and 
nonteachers, respectively, planned to enter business and industry. 
Of those graduates who were teaching one year following graduation. 
Table 34. Importance of selected reasons on decision to accept current position—one year 
Teacher Nonteacher 
t- 2-tail 
N Mean* S.D. N Mean* S.D. value prob. 
Desirable location 73 3.99 1.14 54 3.80 1.20 0.91 .365 
Salary offered 73 3.44 1.07 55 3.91 .91 -2.63 .010 
Type of position 71 4.34 .81 55 4.33 .86 0.07 .943 
Size of organization. 72 3.39 1.14 51 3.45 1.01 -0.31 .756 
firm or school 
Reputation of organiza­ 73 3.37 1.22 53 3.89 1.21 -2.43 .017 
tion, firm or school 
Liked interviewer 73 3.66 1.13 52 3.90 1.12 -1.20 .232 
Spouse had job in 20 3.15 1.60 17 3.88 1.41 -1.47 .152 
community 
Only job offered 32 3.25 1.44 11 3.27 1.49 -0.04 .964 
^Rating Scale: Very important =5; important = 4; neutral = 3; unimportant = 2; very 
unimportant = 1. 
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Table 35. Long-range career plans one year following graduation 
Plan 
All graduates Teachers Nonteachers 
N Percent N Percent • N Percent 
Teaching 21 16.4 16 23.9 5 8.2 
Education -
not teaching 3 2.3 1 1.5 2 3.3 
Business and 
industry 35 27.3 17 25.4 18 29.5 
Farming 15 11.7 8 11.9 7 11.5 
Undecided 15 11.7 13 19.4 2 3.3 
Government 1 0.8 — — 1 1.6 
Other 27 21.1 10.4 12 32.8 
Totals 128 100.0 67 100.0 61 100.0 
12 (15.8 percent) were females (Table 36). This compares to 16 females 
(24.6 percent) entering nonteaching positions. A chi-square analysis 
revealed that there were no significant differences in the distribution 
of the two groups. The data revealed approximately 43 percent of the 
females had entered teaching one year following graduation, as compared 
to over 56 percent of the male graduates. 
Table 36. Gender of teacher education graduates by career plans 
one year following graduation 
Gender 
All graduates Teachers Nonteachers 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Female 28 19.9 12 15.8 16 24.6 
Male 113 80.1 84.2 49 75.4 
Totals 141 100.0 76 100.0 65 100.0 
^Chi-square = 1.205; significance = .2723. 
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Hypothesis _5 
Hypothesis 5 stated that: There are no significant differences 
between the academic ability of the agricultural education graduates who 
were teaching and those who were not one year following graduation, as 
measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA, and GGPA. 
Analysis of data using t-test procedures revealed no significant 
differences between the two groups on mean ACT scores, GGPA or HSR (Table 
37). However, a significant difference was found between the groups on 
their mean AGFA. Nonteachers were only slightly higher with a mean score 
of 2.81 as compared to teachers at 2.66 (p=.045). 
Table 37. Comparisons of teachers and nonteachers on measures of 
academic ability surveyed one year following graduation 
Measure/ T- 2-tail 
group N Mean S.D. value prob. 
ACT 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
60 
51 
23.43 
23.24 
3.80 
4.26 
0 .26  0.796 
GGPA 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
76 
65 
2.90 
3.00 
.35 
.42 
-1.56 0 . 1 2 1  
AGPA 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
76 
65 
2 .66  
2 . 8 1  
.40 
.48 
-2.02 0.045 
HSR 
Teachers 65 25.95 18.24 1.01 0.313 
Nonteachers 53 22.58 17.62 
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Hypothesis 5 is thus only partially rejected. Those graduates 
entering teaching one year following graduation appear to be just as 
academically able as nonteachers. Although a significant difference was 
shown in their mean grade point averages at time of admittance to teacher 
education, the difference was not shown to exist by the time they had 
graduated. 
Adequacy and importance of teacher preparation 2 
one year 
Repeated in the one-year follow-up survey was the question which 
asked graduates to rate the adequacy of the preparation they received in 
various areas of professional teacher education. The same five point 
rating scale used was: very adequate = 5, adequate = 4, neutral = 3, 
inadequate = 2, and very inadequate =1. 
Respondents felt the preparation they received was adequate or 
better in only two areas. Twenty-six areas were rated between neutral 
and adequate. The areas with the highest mean ratings were: Using a 
variety of instructional techniques (overall mean of 4.17), content 
preparation in your area of specialization (4.09), locating and using 
material and resources in your speciality area (3.94), preparing and 
using media (3.88), and planning units of instruction and individual 
lessons (3.84). Three areas of preparation dealing with working with 
students with special needs had mean score ratings of between 2.93 and 
2.84. Presented in Table 38 are a complete list of the 34 preparation 
areas and the mean adequacy rating of each in descending order. 
As a second part of the question on adequacy of preparation in 
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Table 38. Adequacy of preparation in selected areas of teacher education 
surveyed one year following graduation 
Area Mean^ S .D. 
Using a variety of instructional techniques 4.17 .86 
Content preparation in your area of specialization 4.09 .79 
Locating and using material and resources in your 
specialty area ^ 3.99 .85 
Using community resources 3.94 1 .01 
Preparing and using media 3.88 .89 
Planning units of instruction and individual lessons 3.84 .93 
Selecting and organizing materials 3.75 .90 
Developing own teaching style by observing others 3.74 .85 
Developing tests ^ 3.71 .99 
Using written communication effectively 3.70 .94 
Teaching basic skills 3.60 .85 
Psychology of learning and its application to teaching 3.60 .92 
Relating activities to interests and abilities of 
students 3.60 .88 
Techniques of curriculum construction 3.60 1 .05 
Evaluating and reporting student work and achievement 3.54 .93 
Appreciating and understanding individual and inter-
group differences in values and lifestyles 3.54 .93 
Techniques for infusing multicultural learning 3.54 1 .07 
Individualizing instruction 3.49 .88 
Evaluating your own instruction 3.47 .89 
Professional ethics and legal obligations 3.47 .95 
Assessing and implementing innovations 3.31 .86 
Understanding teachers' roles in relation to 
administrators, supervisors, and counselors 3.26 1 .01 
Maintaining student interest 3.24 .98 
Consultation skills in interacting with other 
professionals^ 3.24 .97 
Working with other teachers ^ 3.23 .92 
Influence of law and policies related to schools 3.20 .97 
^Rating Scale: Very adequate = 5; adequate = 4; neutral = 3; 
inadequate = 2; very inadequate =1. 
^Not asked until 1982. 
*^Not asked until 1987. 
"^Not asked until 1983. 
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Table 38. (Continued) 
Area Mean^ S.D. 
Interpreting and using standardized tests 3.19 .95 
Working with parents ^ 3.15 1.12 
Developing student-student relationships 3.02 .91 
Skills for mainstreaming handicapped students 2.93 1.00 
Referring students for special assistance 2.86 .99 
Referring students for special assistance 2.86 .99 
Understanding and managing behavior problems in 
the classroom 2.84 1.03 
Assessing learning problems 2.71 1.00 
Methods of working with children with learning 
problems 2.67 1.05 
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selected areas'of teacher education, all respondents were asked to rate 
the importance of each area to them in their present job position. The 
following rating scale was used: 5 = very important; 4 = important; 3 = 
neutral; 2 = unimportant; 1 = very unimportant. As shown by data 
presented in Table 39, 17 pf the 34 areas had a mean importance rating of 
4.00 or higher. Those areas with the highest mean ratings were: 
maintaining student interest (4.46), locating and using material and 
resources in your speciality area (4.43), and content preparation in your 
area of specialization (4.41). Interpreting and using standardized tests 
and techniques for infusing multicultural learning were rated the least 
important with mean ratings of 2.92 and 2.78, respectively. 
To compare teachers' and nonteachers' perceptions of the adequacy 
and importance of the 34 teacher preparation areas, 26 were reduced to 
four composites following recommendations and procedures mentioned 
earlier in this chapter (Table 16). One area (developing your own 
teaching style) was dropped since it was not asked until the 1987 survey. 
Presented in Table 40 are the mean scores for each comparison. 
Both teachers and nonteachers felt most adequately prepared in the 
areas of; preparing and using media, teaching basic skills, using 
written communication, and planning and developing instruction with mean 
ratings ranging from 3.91 to 3.57. It should be noted that neither of 
the groups (teachers and nonteachers) rated the adequacy of preparation 
in any of the areas 4.0 or above (4 = adequate). The groups also agreed 
on the two areas in which they felt least prepared: assessing and 
dealing with learning problems, and classroom management, with mean 
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Table 39. Importance of preparation in selected areas of teacher 
education one year following graduation 
Area Mean* S.D. 
Maintaining student interest 4.46 .80 
Locating and using material and resources in your 
specialty area 4.43 .74 
Content preparation in your area of specialization 4.41 .73 
Using a variety of instructional techniques 4.36 .74 
Using community resources^ 4.32 .80 
Working with parents 4.27 .77 
Selecting and organizing materials 4.25 .83 
Understanding and managing behavior problems in 
the classroom 4.24 1.07 
Evaluating your own instruction 4.21 .74 
Relating activities to interests and abilities of 
students ^ 4.20 .86 
Using written communication effectively 4.19 .78 
Planning units of Instruction and individual lessons 4.10 1.03 
Techniques of curriculum construction^ 4.10 .89 
Evaluating and reporting student work and achievement 4.08 .81 
Working with other teachers 4.07 .82 
Consultation skills in Interacting with other 
professionals 4.03 .90 
Assessing and implementing innovations 4.00 .82 
Developing and teaching style by observing others 3.96 .81 
Individualizing instruction 3.94 .80 
Developing tests 3.90 .95 
Teaching basic skills^ 3.89 .92 
Understanding teachers' roles in relation to 
administrators, supervisors, and counselors 3.89 .93 
Preparing and using media 3.84 .99 
Appreciating and understanding individual and inter-
group differences in values and lifestyles 3.82 .93 
Professional ethics and legal obligations 3.78 .94 
Methods of working with children with learning 
problems 3.63 .96 
^Rating Scale: Very important = 5; important = 4; neutral = 3; 
unimportant = 2; very unimportant =1. 
^Not asked until 1982. 
^Not asked until 1983. 
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Table 39. (Continued) 
Area Mean^ S .D. 
Assessing learning problems 3.58 .92 
Influence of law and policies related to schools 3.54 1 .00 
Psychology of learning and its application to 
teaching 3.54 1 .00 
Developing student-student relationships 3.43 .95 
Referring students for special assistance 3.38 .88 
Skills for mainstreaming handicapped students 3.16 .96 
Interpreting and using standardized tests ^ 2.92 1 .07 
Techniques for infusing multicultural learning 2.78 1 .17 
Table 40. Teachers versus nonteachers—adequacy and importance of selected areas of 
teacher preparation surveyed one year following graduation 
Teachers Nonteachers 
Area — t- 2-tail 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. value prob. 
Planning and developing 
instruction 
Adequacy 76 3.62 .59 58 3.73 .48 -1.14 .258 
Importance 75 4.35 .43 52 3.97 .52 4.45 .000 
Interpersonal relation­
ships and individual 
differences 
Adequacy 75 3.20 .70 57 3.38 .63 -1.58 .117 
Importance 75 4.00 .52 50 3.85 .78 1.21 .231 
Assess/deal with learn­
ing problems 
Adequacy 75 2.64 .88 58 2.78 .89 -0.86 .391 
Importance 74 3.55 .67 29 3.28 1.15 1.19 .243 
Testing/evaluating 
students 
Adequacy 75 3.41 .80 57 3.57 .65 -1.23 .222 
Importance 75 3.78 .66 28 3.35 .74 2.91 .004 
Preparing and using media 
Adequacy 76 3.91 .93 57 3.82 .85 0.53 .595 
Importance 75 3.71 1.01 44 4.02 .95 -1.68 .095 
Classroom management 
Adequacy 75 2.76 1.04 56 2.95 1.03 -1.02 .310 
Importance 75 4.51 .79 30 3.53 1.36 3.68 .000 
Table 40. (Continued) 
Teachers Nonteachers 
Area t- 2-tail 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. value prob. 
Psychology of learning 
Adequacy 74 3.61 .89 57 3.56 .96 0.29 .774 
Importance 74 3.50 1.02 38 3.63 .97 -0.66 .514 
Teaching basic skills 
Adequacy 54 3.62 .91 46 3.57 .81 0.31 .760 
Importance 54 3.98 .88 25 3.66 .99 1.54 .128 
Developing student-
student relationships 
Adequacy 56 3.05 1.02 45 2.93 .78 0.65 .515 
Importance 56 3.57 .87 17 2.94 1.09 2.46 .016 
Techniques of infusing 
multicultural learning 
Adequacy 66 3.68 .96 51 3.37 1.31 1.60 .113 
Importance 65 2.80 1.21 15 2.87 .92 -0.20 .842 
Using written communica­
tion effectively 
Adequacy 70 3.71 .89 52 3.65 1.03 0.35 .729 
Importance 70 4.04 .77 45 4.42 .72 -2.64 .009 
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ratings of slightly below neutral (3.0). 
The opposite was true when the importance of teacher preparation 
areas were compared between teachers and nonteachers. As shown by data 
also presented in Table 40, the mean importance ratings for five areas 
were significantly different. Teachers felt classroom management (4.51), 
planning and delivering instruction (4.35), testing and evaluation 
(3.78), and developing student-student relationships (3.57) were 
significantly more important than did nonteachers, as might be expected. 
Nonteachers placed significantly more importance in using written 
communication effectively (4.42). 
Hypothesis ^  
Hypothesis 6 states; There are no significant differences in 
teachers' and nonteachers' perceptions of the adequacy of preparation 
received in selected areas of professional teacher preparation one year 
following graduation. Mean score ratings of the four composite and" 
eleven individual areas for the two groups were compared by t-test 
procedures. No significant differences were found between teachers and 
nonteachers in any of the areas (Table 40). Hypothesis 6 was supported. 
It would appear that those teaching and those not, one year following 
graduation, are equally prepared in all areas on professional teacher 
preparation. 
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Rating of quality of teacher education program 2. 
one year 
Respondents to the one-year follow-up survey were again asked to 
rate the quality of the Teacher Education Program at Iowa State 
University (0 through 10 scale; 10 = very high). The mean rating for all 
respondents was 7.19. Although not significantly different, nonteachers 
rated the quality of the program slightly higher than did teachers with 
mean scores of 7.13 and 7.26, respectively (Table 41). 
Occupational characteristics one year 
Included in the one-year follow-up survey was a question which gave 
graduates the opportunity to respond to; "To what extent does your 
current job provide you with the following characteristics?" Eighteen 
occupational characteristics were listed with the following rating scale: 
all the time = 5, most of the time = 4, some of the time = 3, seldom = 2, 
and never =1. As shown in Table 42, responsibility, challenge, 
opportunity to work with people rather than things, and opportunity to 
help and serve others were those characteristics receiving the mean 
ratings of 4.25 or higher. Rated lowest was the opportunity to earn a 
good deal of money, with a mean rating of 2.87. 
The eighteen occupational characteristics were again reduced to four 
composite areas previously used for between group comparisons (Tables 26 
and 27). Presented in Table 43 are mean ratings and standard deviations 
of each composite area for teachers and nonteachers. 
Table 41. Teachers versus nonteachers—rating of quality of teacher preparation program 
one year following graduation 
i . I 
Characteristics 
All graduates Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. 
Program rating 131 7.19 1.66 69 7.13 1.77 61 7.26 1.55 -0.45 .653 
^Rating Scale: 0 through 10 with 0 = very low and 10 = very high. 
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Table 42. Extent to which current job provided selected occupational 
characteristics one year following graduation^ 
Charac terlstlc Mean S .D. 
Responsibility 4.59 .65 
Challenge 4.37 .93 
Opportunity to work with people rather than things 4.28 .90 
Opportunity to help and serve others 4.25 .93 
Control over what I do • 4.24 .86 
Opportunity to exercise leadership 4.05 1 .01 
Variety in the work 4.05 .90 
Opportunity to use special abilities or aptitudes 3.93 .85 
Opportunity to be creative and original 3.81 .89 
Fringe benefits 3.66 1 .26 
Relative freedom from supervision by others 3.59 1 .04 
Opportunity for a relatively stable and secure 
future 3.49 1 .17 
Social status and prestige 3.21 1 .01 
Control over what others do 3.20 1 .00 
Adventure 3.13 1 .08 
Opportunity for advancement 3.08 1 .34 
Opportunity to earn a good deal of money 2.87 1 .14 
^Rating Scale: All of the time = 5; most of the time = 4; some of 
the time = 3; seldom = 2; never = 1. 
Table 43. Teachers and nonteachers—extent to which current job provided selected occupational 
characteristic composites one year following graduation 
Characteristics/sub-
characteristics 
All graduates 
' . 1 ' 
Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D, 
Challenge/leadership 134 3.90 . 66 75 3.96 .56 56 3.85 .69 1.00 .319 
Extrinsic rewards. 134 3.27 .84 75 3.04 .72 56 3.58 .83 -3.99 .000 
Employee empowerment 134 3.88 .69 75 3.90 .62 56 3.88 .70 0.18 .859 
Humanity/service 134 3.86 .76 75 3.96 .59 56 3.73 .84 1.78 .078 
^Rating Scale: 
2; never =1.. 
All of the time = 5; most of the time = 4; some of the time = 3; seldom = 
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Reasons nonteachers did not teach 2 one year 
To determine reasons why nonteachers had not entered the teaching 
profession one year after graduation, an additional question was added to 
the survey instrument in 1982. The original question listed six possible 
reasons for the respondents to check with an opportunity to specify 
others. Additional reasons were added to the instrument in spring 1987. 
Between the years of 1982 and 1989, 56 graduates responding had 
indicated nonteaching plans. For those reasons added to the spring 1987 
survey, 18 nonteachers would have had an opportunity to respond. Listed 
in Table 44 is the frequency each reason was checked and the percent of 
nonteachers responding within the respective time frames. As indicated, 
58 percent of nonteachers since 1982 listed better salaries in other 
fields as the reason they were not teaching. Other reasons listed, in 
descending order, were: lack of teaching positions (28 percent), had not 
planned to teach (20 percent), and student related (17.6 percent). 
Comparisons of Teachers and Nonteachers and their 
Perceptions Five Years Following Graduation 
One hundred ninety-one graduates of the ISU Agricultural Education 
Department who received a B.S. degree in Agricultural Education and 
certified to teach secondary agriculture from Spring Quarter, 1980 
through Spring Semester, 1984 were surveyed approximately five years 
following their respective graduation dates. Data were collected from 95 
(49.7 percent) respondents via the "Five-Year Follow-up Teacher Education 
Graduate Survey" and were combined with permanent record information on 
file for each graduate. 
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Table 44. Reasons nonteachers did not plan to enter field of education, 
surveyed one year following graduation 
Frequency Per­
Reason checked cent 
Better salary In other fields^ 29 58.0 
Lack of teaching positions^ 14 28.0 
Had not planned to teach^ 10 20.0 
Graduate study^ 7 14.0 
Family obligations^ 3 6.0 
Inadequate salaries and benefits^ 7 41.2 
Lack of advancement opportunities^ 6 35.3 
Student related^ 3 17.6 
General working conditions^ 2 11.8 
Feeling isf Ineffectiveness^ 1 5.9 
Lack of respect^ 1 5.9 
Administration related^ — —— 
Emotional aspects^ — 
^Respondents could check as many as were applicable. 
^Not asked until 1982; N of nonteachers 1982-89 = 53. 
*^Not asked until 1987; N of nonteachers 1987-89 = 25. 
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Of the 95, 31 (32.6 percent) were teaching five years following 
graduation. The remaining 64 (67.4 percent) were employed in nonteaching 
jobs. When asked if they would prepare to be a teacher again, 48.4 per­
cent of the teachers indicated they would, as compared to 54 percent of 
the nonteachers. Approximately 32 percent of teachers were undecided as 
compared to only 23.8 percent of nonteachers. As shown in Table 45, no 
significant differences were found in the distributions of the two 
groups. 
Table 45. Response to "Would you prepare to become a teacher again?" 
surveyed five years following graduation 
Plan 
All graduates Teachers Nonteachers 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Yes 
Undecided 
No 
49 
25 
20 
52.1 
26.3 
21.1 
15 
10 
_6 
48.4 
32.2 
19.4 
34 
15 
iA 
54.0 
23.8 
22.2 
94 100.0 31 100.0 63 100.0 
*Chi-•square = .7620; significance = : .6832; 1 missing case. 
Over 76 percent of those teaching five years following graduation 
indicated their long-range plans were to remain in the same or a similar 
teaching position (Table 46). This compares to 84 percent of nonteachers 
indicating they wanted to stay in their current or similar jobs. Over 10-
percent of nonteachers responding expressed a desire to enter education 
in either a teaching or nonteaching role (Table 47). 
As shown in Table 48, both teachers and nonteachers were generally 
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Table 46. Teachers' next year career plans five years following 
graduation 
Plan N .Percent 
Same position 22 73.4 
Seek similar position 1 3.3 
Outside education 5 16.7 
Farming 1 3.3 
Undecided 1 3.3 
30 100.0 
Table 47. Nonteachers' next year career plan five years following 
graduation 
Plan N Percent 
Remain in same position 46 79.3 
Seek similar position 3 5.2 
Seek teaching position 2 3.5 
Education not teaching 4 6.9 
Undecided- 1 1.7 
Other 2 3.4 
58 100.0 
satisfied with their current employment. Although not significant, 
nonteachers were somewhat more satisfied with a mean satisfaction rating 
of 7.47 on an eleven point scale, as compared to a mean rating of 6.97 
for teachers. 
Responding to a list of eight possible reasons for accepting their 
current position five years following graduation, both teachers and 
nonteachers rated the type of position highest with mean scores of 4.26 
and 4.17, respectively (scale of 1 to 5 with 1 = very unimportant to 5 = 
very important). As indicated in Table 49, nonteachers continued to put 
Table 48. Teachers versus nonteachers—satisfaction with current job five years following 
graduation 
Characteristic 
1 
Teachers 
\ 
Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. 
Current job 29 6.97 1.86 63 7.47 2.09 -1.12 .264 
^Rating Scale: 0 through 10 with 0 = very low and 10 - very high. 
Table 49. Importance of selected factors on decision to accept current position five years 
following graduation 
Factor 
All graduates 1 .Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S.D. 
Desirable location 94 3.75 1.18 31 3.90 .94 63 3.67 1.28 0.91 .364 
Salary offered 93 3.53 1.01 31 3.25 1.06 62 3.66 .95 -1.85 .068 
Type of position 95 4.20 .86 31 4.26 .93 64 4.17 .81 0.46 .644 
Size of organization 93 3.33 1.17 31 3.23 1.18 62 3.39 1.18 -0.62 .535 
Reputation of organiza­
tion, firm or school 89 3.65 1.10 31 3.19 .98 58 3.89 1.09 -3.00 .003 
Liked interviewer 90 3.78 1.09 31 3.62 1.20 59 3.86 1.03 -1.04 .300 
Spouse had job in 
community 48 3.40 1.43 16 2.94 1.61 32 3.63 1.29 -1.60 .116 
Only job I was offered 39 2.79 1.31 16 2.44 1.26 23 3.04 1.30 -1.45 .155 
^Rating Scale: Very important = 5; important = 4; neutral = 3; unimportant = 2; very 
unimportant =1. 
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significantly more emphasis in the salary offered and the reputation of 
the organization than did teachers. The least important factor for 
both groups with scores below neutral (3.0) was: the only job I was 
offered. 
Listed in Table 50 are the five-year, long-range career plans for 
the graduates responding five years following graduation. As shown, one-
third (33.3 percent) of teachers planned to remain in teaching, as 
compared to only 14.3 percent of nonteachers desiring to enter teaching 
or nonteaching education. Of those teaching five years following 
graduation, over 43 percent said they planned to leave education within 
the next five years. 
Table 50. Five year career plans surveyed five years following 
graduation 
All graduates Teachers Nonteachers 
Plan 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Teaching 16 17.2 10 33.3 6 9.5 
Education -
not teaching 4 4.3 1 3.3 3 4.8 
Outside 
education 58 61.1 13 43.3 45 71.4 
Farming 1 1.1 1 3.3 — — 
Unspecified but 
not teaching. 4 4.2 — — 4 6.3 
Undecided 5 5.3 4 13.3 1 1.6 
Other 5 5.3 _1_ 3.3 __4 6.3 
Totals 93 100.0 30 100.0 63 100.0 
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Of those graduates responding to the survey five-year follow-up who 
were teaching, 12.9 percent (n=4) were females (Table 51). This compares 
to 17.2 percent (n=11) of those respondents employed in nonteaching 
positions be females. Chi-square analysis revealed no significant 
differences in the distribution of males and females across the teaching 
and nonteaching positions five years following graduation. 
Table 51. Gender of teacher education graduates by career plans five 
years following graduation 
Plan 
All graduates Teachers Nonteachers 
N Percent N Percent N Percent 
Female 15 15.8 4 12.6 11 17.2 
Male 80 84.2 27_ 87.4 53 82.8 
Totals 95 100.0 31 100.0 64 100.0 
^Chi-square = 0.0561; significance = .8127. 
Measures of academic ability 2 five years 
To compare the academic ability of those teaching and those not five 
years following graduation, data were again obtained from permanent 
record files for those responding to the survey. Presented in Table 52 
are the mean ACT scores, HSRs, AGPAs, and GGPAs for each group. 
Hypothesis ]_ 
Hypothesis 7 stated that: There are no significant differences 
between the academic ability of the agricultural education graduates who 
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Table 52. Comparisons of teachers and nonteachers on measures of 
academic ability surveyed five years following graduation 
N Mean S.D. ^-tail 
Group value prob. 
ACT 
Teachers 23 24.22 3.91 1.076 0.287 
Nonteachers 51 23.06 4.46 
GGPA 
Teachers 31 2.94 .31 0.07 0.942 
Nonteachers 64 2.94 .44 
AGFA 
Teachers 31 2.71 .34 0.51 0.508 
Nonteachers 64 2.77 .50 
HSR 
Teachers 27 21.81 17.35 -0.46 0.650 
Nonteachers 54 23.74 18.20 
were teaching and those who were not five years following graduation as 
measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA, and GGFA. To test this hypothesis, t-test 
procedures were used to compare the two groups (teachers and nonteachers) 
on mean ACT scores, HSRs, AGFAs, and GFAs. Analysis of data (Table 52) 
revealed no significant differences were found between the two groups on 
any of the four measures used. Based on these results. Hypothesis 7 was 
not rejected. It can be concluded that those graduates who remained in 
teaching five years after graduation were as academically able as those 
who entered nonteaching careers. 
Adequacy and importance of teacher preparation -
five years 
Also repeated in the five-year follow-up survey were the questions 
which asked graduates to rate the adequacy of preparation they received 
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in Che 34 various areas of professional teacher educaCion along with the 
importance of each area Co Chem in their most recent position. The same 
5 point scales used were: very adequate = 5, adequate = 4, neutral = 3, 
inadequate = 2, and very inadequate = 1; and 5 = very important, 4 = 
important, 3 = neutral, 2 = unimportant, 1 = very unimportant. 
Respondents rated only four preparation areas above adequate: 
content preparation in your area of specialization (overall mean of 
4.09), using a variety of, instructional techniques (4.04), preparing and 
using media (4.02), and locating and using material and resources in your 
speciality area (4.01). As shown in Table 53, five areas which dealt 
with working with children with special needs were rated below neutral 
but better than inadequate. 
Thirteen areas were rated important or above by all respondents with 
mean scores between 4.29 and 4.00 (Table 54). Rated most important were 
using written communication effectively, content preparation in your area 
of specialization, and locating and using material and resources in your 
speciality area. Only two areas of preparation: interpreting and using 
standardized tests; and techniques of infusing multicultural learning, 
were rated below neutral with mean scores of 2.88 and 2.54, respectively. 
To compare teachers' and nonteachers' perceptions of the adequacy 
and importance of the 34 teacher preparation areas, 26 items were reduced 
to four composites as used earlier in this chapter (Table 16). Presented 
in Table 55 are the means and standard deviations for each group on the 
composite and other individual preparation areas. 
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Table 53. Adequacy of preparation in selected areas of teacher education 
surveyed five years following graduation 
Area Mean* S.D. 
Content preparation in your area of specialization 4 .09 .87 
Using a variety of instructional techniques 4 .04 .95 
Preparing and using media 4 .02 .87 
Locating and using material and resources in your 
specialty area 4 .01 .81 
Using community resources 3 .89 .84 
Developing tests 3 .83 .73 
Planning units of instruction and individual lessons 3 .80 .98 
Selecting and organizing materials 3 .77 .87 
Techniques of curriculum construction 3 .67 .93 
Developing your own style of teaching by observing 
others^ 3 .60 .83 
Evaluating and reporting student work and achievement 3 .58 .74 
Using written communication effectively 3 .56 .87 
Professional ethics and legal obligations 3 .55 .82 
Relating activities to interests and abilities 
of students 3 .53 .86 
Psychology of learning and its application to teaching 3 .51 .86 
Teaching basic skills 3 .49 .82 
Techniques for infusing multicultural learning 3 .47 .96 
Individualizing instruction 3 .45 1.04 
Maintaining student interest 3 .39 .96 
Assessing and implementing innovations 3 .36 .96 
Appreciating and understanding individual and inter-
group differences in values and lifestyles 3 .33 .89 
Evaluating your own instruction 3 .29 .94 
Interpreting and using standardized tests 3 .25 .98 
Working with other teachers 3 .20 1.03 
Understanding teachers' roles in relation to 
administrators, supervisors, and counselors 3 .07 1.01 
Working with parents 3 .06 1.12 
Influence of law and policies related to schools 3 .02 .95 
Consultation skills in interacting with other 
professionals 3 .01 1.05 
Developing student-student relationships 2 .79 .92 
^Rating Scale: Very adequate = 5; adequate = 4; neutral = 3; 
inadequate = 2; very inadequate =1. 
^Not asked until 1987. 
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Table 53. (Continued) 
Area Mean^ S.D. 
Skills for mainstreamlng handicapped students 2.72 1.09 
Referring students for special assistance 2.68 1.01 
Understanding and managing behavior problems 
In the classroom 2.59 1.12 
Methods of working with children with learning 
problems 2.52 .93 
Assessing learning problems 2.51 .93 
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Table 54. Importance of preparation in selected areas of teacher 
education surveyed five years following graduation 
Area Mean^ S.D. 
Using written communication effectively 4.29 .81 
Content preparation in your area of specialization 4.22 .74 
Locating and using material and resources in your 
specialty area 4.20 .70 
Using a variety of instructional techniques 4.15 .70 
Selecting and organizing materials 4.14 .74 
Evaluating your own instruction 4.13 .62 
Maintaining student Interest 4.12 .78 
Using community resources 4.09 .78 
Understanding and managing behavior problems in the 
classroom 4.06 .97 
Working with other teachers 4.03 .82 
Planning units of instruction and individual lessons 4.03 .82 
Working with parents 4.02 .95 
Consultation skills In interacting with other 
professionals 4.00 .84 
Techniques of curriculum construction 3.95 .80 
Relating activities to interests and abilities of 
students 3.94 .69 
Individualizing instruction 3.90 .84 
Evaluating and reporting student work and 
achievement 3.88 .85 
Understanding teachers' roles in relation to 
administrators, supervisors, and counselors 3.87 .93 
Assessing and Implementing innovations 3.78 .84 
Preparing and using media 3.77 .93 
Professional ethics and legal obligations 3.7 3 .94 
Developing your own teaching style by observing 
others 3.73 .88 
Appreciating and understanding individual and 
intergroup differences in values and lifestyles 3.66 .97 
Developing tests 3.64 .97 
Developing student-student relationships 3.52 .90 
Assessing learning problems 3.41 .96 
^Rating Scale: Very Important = 5; Important = 4; neutral = 3; 
unimportant = 2; very unimportant = 1. 
^Not asked until 1987. 
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Table 54. (Continued) 
Area Mean^ S .D. 
Methods of working with children with learning 
problems 3.40 .81 
Psychology of learning and its application to 
teaching 3.40 1 .05 
Influence of law and policies related to schools 3.37 1 .07 
Referring students for special assistance 3.31 .92 
Skills for mainstreaming handicapped students 3.22 .94 
Interpreting and using standardized tests 2.88 1 .14 
Techniques for Infusing multicultural learning 2.54 1 .25 
Table 55. Teachers' and nonteachers' perceptions of adequacy and importance of preparation in 
selected areas of teacher education surveyed five years following graduation 
Teachers ^ Nonteachers 
Area/rating ; t- 2-tail 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. value prob. 
Planning and delivering 
instruction 
Adequacy* 31 3.63 .55 61 3.67 .70 -0.25 .802 
Importance 31 4.04 .42 57 4.09 .49 -0.50 .620 
Interpersonal relation­
ships and individual 
differences 
Adequacy 31 3.18 .59 60 3.21 .72 -0.20 .845 
Importance 31 ,3.77 .54 56 3.91 .60 -1.10 .275 
Assess/deal with learning 
problems 
Adequacy 31 2.56 .83 58 2.62 .89 -0.29 .772 
Importance 31 3.32 .86 31 3.31 .78 0.08 .939 
Test/evaluate students 
Adequacy 31 3.43 :65 59 3.62 .61 -1.39 .168 
Importance 31 3.52 .65 37 3.36 .93 0.82 .417 
Preparing and using media 
Adequacy 31 3.77 ' .76 60 4.15 .90 -1.99 .050 
Importance 31 3.68 .83 54 3.81 .99 -0.65 .517 
^Rating Scale for adequacy: Very adequate = 5; adequate = 4; neutral = 3; inadequate =2; 
very inadequate = 1. 
^Rating Scale for importance: Very important = 5; important = 4; neutral =3; unimportant 
2; very unimportant =1. 
Table 55. (Continued) 
Area/rating 
Teachers 1 , Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
Classroom management 
Adequacy 
Importance 
31 
31 
2.52 
4.10 
1.06 
.79 
57 
31 
2.63 
4.03 
1.16 
1.14 
-0.46 
0.26 
.647 
.796 
Psychology of learning 
Adequacy 
Importance 
31 
31 
3.29 
3.10 
.82 
1.01 
59 
39 
3.63 
3.64 
.87 
1.03 
-1.78 
-2.20 
.079 
.031 
Teaching basic skills 
Adequacy 
Importance 
30 
31 
3.43 
3.87 
.82 
.85 
58 
39 
3.52 
3.92 
.82 
.84 
-0.45 
-0.26 
.650 
.798 
Developing student-student 
rela t ionship s^ 
Adequacy 
Importance 
30 
30 
2.80 
3.53 
.85 
.68 
57 
32 
2.79 
3.50 
.96 
1.08 
0.05 
0.15 
.960 
.884 
Techniques infusing multi­
cultural learning 
Adequacy 
Importance 
30 
31 
3.43 
2.52 
.97 
1.12 
57 
28 
3.49 
2.57 
.97 
1.40 
-0.27 
-0.17 
.791 
.867 
Using written communication 
Adequacy 
Importance 
31 
31 
3.55 
3.97 
.81 
.79 
60 
55 
3.57 
4.47 
.91 
.77 
-0.09 
-2.89 
.925 
.005 
^Not asked until 1987. 
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Both groups felt best prepared in planning and delivering 
instruction; testing and evaluating students; and preparing and using 
media with mean scores ranging from 3.43 to 4.15. Both groups were also 
least prepared in: assessing and dealing with learning problems, 
classroom management, and developing student-student relationships with 
mean ratings falling between neutral and inadequate. 
Both groups agreed that: planning and"delivering instruction, 
classroom management, and using written communication were the three 
areas of teacher preparation most important with mean scores near or 
above 4.0 (important). Of least importance to both groups were 
techniques of infusing multicultural learning with mean scores between 
neutral and unimportant. 
T-test procedures revealed significant differences between teachers' 
and nonte^achers' ratings of the importance of teacher preparation in only 
two areas. Nonteachers felt psychology of learning and using written 
communication were significantly more important to them in their current 
positions than did teachers. 
Hypothesis ^  
Hypothesis 8 states: There are no significant differences in 
teachers' and nonteachers' perceptions of the adequacy of preparation 
received in selected areas of professional teacher preparation five years 
following graduation. To test this hypothesis, T-test procedures were 
used to compare group means on each of the four composite and remaining 
seven individual preparation areas. Significant differences were found 
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in only one preparation area. Nonteachers felt significantly better 
prepared in the area of preparing and using media with a mean score of 
4.15 than did teachers at 3.77. 
Hypothesis 8 is generally supported based on the results of these 
tests. Data presented revealed teachers and nonteachers are equally 
prepared in ten of the eleven professional teacher education preparation 
areas. 
Self-evaluation as teachers % five years 
Added to the five-year follow-up survey instrument in 1987 was a 
question asking teachers and former teachers to self-rate themselves on 
15 teaching behaviors. The rating scale used was: 0 through 10 with 0 = 
very low-and 10 = very high. This was the same basic question added to 
the graduate survey in the fall of 1986 asking graduates to evaluate 
themselves on selected teaching behaviors based on their student teaching 
experience. It should be noted that this question was also added to the 
one-year follow-up survey instrument in 1987, but there were insufficient 
data to be included in this study. 
As a collective group, teachers and former teachers rated themselves 
relatively high, with nine of the eleven areas receiving mean ratings of 
7.5 or above. Rated the highest were: demonstrating knowledge of 
subject matter, exhibiting a positive self-concept and communicating 
effectively with students, with mean scores of 8.30, 8.20 and 8.18, 
respectively (Table 56). Rated the lowest, with a mean score of 6.92, 
was managing instructional activities efficiently anci ensuring student 
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Table 56. Teachers' and former teachers' self-appraisal of teaching 
behaviors five years following graduation 
Behavior Mean^ S. D. 
Demonstrating knowledge of subject matter 8, .30 1, .09 
Exhibiting a positive self-concept 8, .20 1, .14 
Communicating effectively with students 8, .18 1, .34 
Maintaining high expectations for student achievement 8, .00 1, .38 
Maintaining high standards of student behaviors 7, .87 1, .66 
Maintaining effective working relationships with 
peers and administrators 7, .70 1, .90 
Providing clear, concise explanations and examples 7, .58 1, .22 
Incorporating effective questioning techniques 7, .52 1, .18 
Demonstrating effective planning and organization 
skills 7, .52 1, .53 
Using evaluation activities appropriately 7, .38 1, .75 
Providing a setting conducive to learning 7, .28 1, .52 
Monitoring knowledge of subject matter 7, .23 1, .51 
Motivating students 7, .13 L .54 
Implementing the lesson plans effectively 7, .10 1 .24 
Managing instructional activities efficiently and 
ensuring student time on task 6 .92 1, .46 
^Not asked until 1987. 
^Rating scale: 0 through 10; 0 = very low, 10 = very high. 
time on task. 
To compare teachers' and former teachers' self-ratings, three 
composites were made of the fifteen teaching behaviors: (1) learning 
environment performance; (2) teaching behavior performance; and (3) 
managing instructional activities. These were the same composites used 
earlier (Table 21). 
As shown by data presented in Table 57, teachers rated their 
behaviors in the areas of learning environment performance significantly 
Table 57. Comparison of teachers' and former teachers' self-appraisal of teaching behaviors 
five years following graduation 
Behaviors/sub-items 
Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N 
b 
Mean S.D. N Mean^ S.D. 
Learning environment 
performance 20 8.13 .81 20 7.36 1.08 2.53 .016 
Teaching behavior 
performance 20 7.72 .93 20 7.32 1.05 1.28 .208 
Managing instruction 
activities 20 7.20 1.28 20 6.65 1.60 1.20 .237 
^Not asked until 1987. 
^Rating Scale: 0 through 10; 0 = very low, 10 = very high. 
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higher than did the former teachers, with mean ratings of 8.13 and 7.36, 
respectively. No significant differences were found between the two 
groups on their mean ratings of teaching behavior performance and 
managing instructional activities. 
Factors related to teaching 2. five years 
Also added to the five-year follow-up survey instrument was a 
question asking teachers and former teachers their perceptions of 
satisfaction with 20 employment factors related to teaching. A five-
point rating scale was used: 5 = very satisfied; 4 = satisfied; 3 = 
neutral; 2 = dissatisfied; and 1 = very dissatisfied. 
Presented in Table 58a are the mean ratings for each of the 
employment factors In descending order. As shown, respondents were more 
than satisfied with three factors: support given by family and friends 
for choice of teaching as a career (overall mean 4.18), relationships 
with other teachers (4.12), and relationships with students (4.07). 
However, teachers and former teachers as a group were somewhat 
dissatisfied with: amount of time spent working at job, salary, level of 
parental involvement and opportunities for advancement with mean scores 
of 2.89, 2.88, 2.80, and 2.37, respectively. 
For between group comparisons of teachers and former teachers, the 
twenty employment factors were reduced to three composites reflecting 
satisfaction with: job, community, and performance evaluation. 
Presented in Table 58b are the specific factors included in each 
composite and the inter-item correlations and reliability coefficients 
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Table 58a. Teachers and former teachers—satisfaction with factors 
related to teaching five years following graduation* 
Factors « b Mean S.D. 
Support given by family and friends for choice of 
teaching as a career 4.18 .75 
Relationship with other teachers 4.12 .71 
Relationship with students 4.07 .88 
Job responsibilities 3.85 .73 
Level of job performance 3.84 .76 
Role played in professional organizations 3.78 1.06 
Extent to which job challenged and provided for 
professional growth 3.73 1.02 
Extent of involvement in decision making 3.65 1.19 
Job benefits 3.58 1.07 
Size of community in which employed 3.50 1.22 
Teaching as a career 3.44 1.07 
General working conditions 3.39 .86 
Community support for education 3.37 1.16 
Method with which job performance evaluated 3.25 1.15 
Frequency with which job performance evaluated 3.18 1.07 
Amount of administrative support received 3.02 1.51 
Amount of time spent working at job 2.89 1.31 
Salary 2.88 1.10 
Level of parental involvement 2.80 1.15 
Opportunities for advancement 2.37 1.08 
*Not asked until 1987. 
^Rating Scale: Very satisfied = 5; satisfied = 4; 
dissatisfied = 2; very dissatisfied =1. 
neutral = 3; 
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Table 58b. Inter-item correlations and reliability coefficients for 
satisfaction with factors related to employment in 
teaching composites 
Five-year 
Composite/factors 
Inter-item 
correlation Alpha 
Satisfaction with Job 0.38 0.83 
Salary 
General working conditions 
Job benefits 
Amount of administrative support received 
Extent of involvement in decision-making 
Opportunities for advancement 
Job responsibilities 
Extent to which job challenged and provided 
professional growth 
Satisfaction with Community 0.29 0.61 
Level of parental involvement 
Community support for education 
Relationship with students 
Size of community in which employed 
Satisfaction with Evaluation 0.72 0.84 
Method of job evaluation 
Frequency of job evaluation 
for each. 
As shown in Table 59, means ranged from a high of 3.70 for teachers' 
satisfaction with the community, to a low of 3.00 for former teachers' 
satisfaction with evaluation procedures. T-test procedures revealed 
teachers felt significantly more satisfied with factors related to the 
community than did former teachers. 
Table 59. Comparison of teachers' and nonteachers' self-appraisal of selected teaching behaviors 
five years following graduation^ 
Teachers Nonteachers 
Factors t- 2-tall 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. value prob. 
Satisfaction with job 20 3.48 .82 21 3.18 .69 1.28 .207 
Satisfaction with 
community 20 3.70 .67 21 3.18 .85 2.15 .037 
Satisfaction with 
evaluation 20 3.42 .94 20 3.00 1.24 1.23 .228 
^Not asked until 1987. 
^Rating Scale: Very satisfied = 5; satisfied = 4; neutral = 3; dissatisfied = 2; very 
dissatisfied = 1. 
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Rating of quality of teacher education program -
five years 
Those graduates responding to the five-year follow-up survey were 
asked to rate the quality of the Teacher Education Program at ISU. The 
mean rating for all respondents was 6.98 (0 through 10 with 10 = very 
high). As shown in Table 60, there were no significant differences in 
teachers' and nonteachers' mean ratings. 
Occupational characteristics ^  five years 
Repeated in the five-year follow-up was the question asking 
respondents to indicate to what extent their current job provided 
selected occupational characteristics. The same five-point scale ranging 
from 5 = all the time to 1 = never was used (Table 42). As indicated in 
Table 61, those characteristics rated highest were: opportunity to work 
with people rather than things, responsibility, challenge, opportunity to 
help and serve others, control over what I do, and opportunity to work 
with special abilities and/or aptitudes, each with mean ratings over 
4.00. Those occupational characteristics being provided least by current 
jobs were: control over what others do (overall mean 2.98), opportunity 
to affect social change (2.95), and opportunity to earn a good deal of 
money (2.85). 
For between group comparisons, the eighteen characteristics were 
reduced to the same four composites used in previous comparisons (Tables 
26 and 43). Presented in Table 62 are the mean ratings for teachers and 
nonteachers on each of the composite areas. Characteristics most often 
Table 60. Teachers versus nonteachers—rating of quality of teacher preparation program at 
five-year follow-up 
Characteristic 
Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
Program rating^ 29 6.97 1.32 63 6.98 1.53 -0.06 .955 
^Rating Scale: 0 through 10 with 0 = very low and 10 = very high. 
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Table 61. Extent to which current job provided selected occupational 
characteristics five years following graduation 
Characteristics Mean^ S.D. 
Opportunity to work with people rather than things 4.31 .78 
Responsibility 4.26 .89 
Challenge 4.14 .98 
Opportunity to help and serve others 4.09 1.03 
Control over what I do 4.03 .92 
Opportunity to work with special abilities and/or 
aptitudes 4.02 .84 
Opportunity to be creative and original 3.92 .87 
Variety in the work 3.84 1.01 
Opportunity to exercise leadership 3.78 .97 
Fringe benefits (health care, retirement benefits) 3.75 1.19 
Opportunity for a relatively stable and secure future 3.69 1.13 
Relative freedom from supervision by others 3.69 1.01 
Social status and prestige 3.20 1.05 
Opportunity for advancement 3.19 1.27 
Adventure 3.14 1.12 
Control over what others do 2.98 1.03 
Opportunity to effect social change 2.95 1.05 
Opportunity to earn a good deal of money 2.85 1.21 
^Rating Scale: Very important = 5; important = 4; neutral = 3; 
unimportant = 2; very unimportant =1. 
Table 62. Ratings of selected occupational characteristics by teaching and nonteaching career 
plans five years following graduation 
Charac teristics 
Teachers Nonteachers 
t-
value 
2-tail 
prob. N Mean^ S.D. N Mean^ S .D. 
Challenge/leadership 31 3.57 .81 64 3.75 .69 -1.12 .267 
Extrinsic rewards 31 2.97 .72 64 3.51 .93 -2.85 .005 
Employee empowerment 31 3.95 .69 64 3.90 .73 0.34 .735 
Humanity/service 31 3.88 00
 
64 3.74 .86 0.81 .421 
^Rating Scale: 5 
1 = very unimportant. 
= very important; 4 = important; 3 = neutral; 2 = unimportant ; and 
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provided to both teachers and nonteachers by current jobs were those 
related to employee empowerment with mean ratings of 3.95 and 3.90, 
respectively. Those characteristics least provided were related to 
extrinsic rewards. Teachers received significantly less extrinsic 
rewards (money, prestige, fringe benefits etc.) from their current 
jobs than did nonteachers. No significant differences were found 
between the two groups on the other composite occupational characteristic 
areas. 
Reasons nonteachers were not teaching ^  five years 
Included in the five-year survey was a question asking respondents 
to indicate reasons why they were not currently teaching. Listed in the 
original survey were six possible reasons, with an opportunity for 
respondents to list others. Added in 1987 were 10 additional items. 
Fifty-seven respondents who were not teaching at the time of the survey 
could have responded to the original list, as compared to 37 for those 
reasons added in 1987. 
Listed in Table 63 is the frequency each reason was checked and the 
percent of possible nonteachers indicating it to be a reason why they 
were not teaching. As shown, better salaries was the reason most 
frequently checked, with 71.9 percent indicating it to be a major 
reason they were not teaching. Of least significance from the 
original list of reasons were family obligations and lack of teaching 
positions. 
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Table 63. Reasons nonteachers were not teaching five years following 
graduation (N=57) 
Frequency Per-
Reason checked cent 
Better salaries 41 71.9 
Graduate studies 8 14.0 
Not planned to teach 7 12.3 
Family obligations 4 7.0 
Lack of teaching positions 4 7.0 
Nonspecific - other 7 12.3 
Inadequate salaries and benefits^ 16 43.2 
Student related^ 16 43.2 
Lack of advancement opportunities^ 12 32.4 
General working conditions^ 10 27.0 
Lack of respect^ 8 21.6 
Feeling of ineffectiveness^ 7 18.9 
Administration related^ 7 18.9 
Emotional aspects^ 6 16.2 
Lack of parent/community support^ 6 16.2 
Lack of respect^ 
^Respondents could check as many as were applicable. 
^Not asked until 1987. N of nonteachers 1987-1989 = 37. 
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Agricultural Education Graduates and their Perceptions 
of the Teacher Education Program Across Three 
Data Collection Points 
Two hundred ninety-four graduates of the ISU Department of 
Agricultural Education who received a B.S. degree in Agricultural 
Education and had certified to teach agriculture between 1980 and 1989 
were included in this study. Data were collected at three different data 
collection points: (1) at time of graduation; (2) one-year following 
graduation; and (3) five years following graduation. Only those 
graduates from 1980 through 1984 had received the five-year survey 
(n=191). Response rates were 55.1 (n=162), 48 (n=141), and 49.7 (n=95) 
percent, respectively. 
Presented in this section are selected characteristics and 
perceptions of the agricultural education graduates who were teaching and 
those who were not when surveyed at the three different data collection 
points. It should be noted by the reader that all respondents at each 
point were included regardless of whether they had returned previous or 
later survey instruments. It was not the intent of the researcher to 
draw statistical comparisons at this point, but to present data across 
time to determine if any trends or patterns would emerge. For purposes 
of comparison, "teachers" at the time of graduation were those who had 
already signed contracts to teach, and those who indicated they planned 
to teach and were actively seeking a contract when they completed the 
graduate survey. 
As shown in Figure 4, there was a steady decline in the percentage 
of teachers that indicated they would not prepare to teach again. At 
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Figure 4. Graduates' response to "Would you prepare to be a teacher 
again?" at three data collection points 
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graduation, approximately 70 percent of those planning to teach indicated 
they would prepare again as compared to only about 48 percent of those 
actually teaching at five years. The reverse trend was found for 
nonteachers. At graduation, only 45 percent of the nonteachers said they 
would complete the teacher preparation program again. When asked the 
same question five years later, 54 percent said they would. 
More than 91 percent of those graduates responding who were teaching 
at one year following graduation indicated they would teach in the same 
or similar position the next year. As shown by data presented in Table 
64, approximately 75 percent reported plans to continue in teaching after 
five years. The responses were mixed for those not teaching after one 
year. Only 20.0 percent indicated they would stay in the same position 
or seek a similar position, as compared to 64.6 percent who did not 
indicate specific plans other than they were not planning to teach. 
After five years, however, over 79 percent of nonteachers reported they 
would stay in their same position. 
When compared on the overall satisfaction with their current job, 
nonteachers remained slightly more satisfied at both the one- and five-
year data collection points (Figure 5). Both groups (teachers and 
nonteachers) showed slight increases in their level on job satisfaction 
over the five years. 
Measures of academic ability ^  across time 
The mean GGPAs, AGPAs, ACT scores, and HSR for those teaching and 
those not at the three data collection points were plotted. It should be 
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Table 64. Graduates' "next year" career plans surveyed at one and five 
years following graduation 
Present/next year 
n 
One 
n 
Five 
(n=79) (n=30) 
Teaching 
Same position 63 79.7 22 73.3 
Seek similar 9 11.4 1 3.2 
Accepted similar 2 2.5 — — 
Employment outside education 5 6.3 5 16.7 
Farming — — 1 3.3 
Undecided — — 1 3.3 
Nonteaching (n=65) (n=58) 
Obtained teaching position 1 1.5 —— — 
Seeking teaching position 7 10.8 2 3.4 
Not planning to teach 42 64.6 — — 
Remain in same position 12 18.5 46 79.3 
Seek similar position 1 1.5 3 5.2 
Education but not teaching 1 1.5 4 6.9 
Other 1 1.5 2 3.4 
Undecided —— —— 1 1.7 
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Figure 5. Graduates' level of satisfaction with current job at one- and 
five-year data collection points 
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pointed out that previously reported statistical analyses (Tables 14, 37, 
and 52) had shown only one significant difference between the two groups 
(teachers and nonteachers) on the four measures of academic ability when 
surveyed at the three points in time. • Those graduates who were not 
teaching at one year following graduation had a significantly higher mean 
AGFA than did teachers (Table 37). 
As shown in Figure 6, there had been a slight increase in mean GGPAs 
for those entering teaching at graduation to those remaining after five 
years. A slight decrease in both AGPAs and GGPAs were noted for those 
not teaching. It should be pointed out that the mean GGPAs for those 
teaching and those not were the same at the five-year data collection 
point. 
As revealed in Figure 7, a greater variation was shown to exist in 
the mean ACT scores of teachers and nonteachers across time. After a 
slight decrease between graduation and one year, a sharp increase was 
noted in the mean ACT scores for those remaining in teaching after five 
years. The mean HSR for nonteachers remained fairly constant across 
time, as compared to teachers. As illustrated in Figure 8, there had 
been a steady increase in the HSRs of those remaining in teaching at one 
and five years following graduation. (A smaller number indicates a 
higher percentile rank.) 
Adequacy and importance of teacher preparation 2 
across time 
Presented in Table 65 are the mean ratings of graduates' perceptions 
of the adequacy of preparation they had received in four composite and 
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Table 65. Graduates' self-rated adequacy of preparation in selected 
areas of teacher education surveyed at three data collection 
points 
Area/ 
Teachers (N) Grad. One Five 
Nonteachers (NT) Mean Mean Mean 
Planning and developing instruction 
T 3.78 3.62 3.63 
NT 3.86 3.73 3.67 
Interpersonal relationships and 
individual differences 
T 3.44 3.20 3.18 
NT 3.44 3.28 3.21 
Assessing/dealing with learning problems 
N 2.61 2.64 2.56 
NT 2.73 2.78 2.62 
Testing/evaluating students 
N 3.48 3.41 3.43 
NT 3.55 3.57 3.62 
Preparing and using media 
N 4.02 3.91 3.77 
NT 4.23 3.82 4.15 
Classroom management 
T 2.86 2.76 2.52 
NT 2.81 2.95 2.63 
Teaching basic skills 
T 3.62 3.62 3.43 
NT 3.60 3.57 3.52 
Developing student-student relationships 
T 3.16 3.05 2.80 
NT 3.14 2.93 2.79 
Psychology of learning 
T 3.41 3.61 3.29 
NT 3.70 3.56 3.63 
Techniques of infusing multicultural 
learning 
T 3.38 3.68 3.43 
NT 3.47 3.37 3.49 
Using written communication 
T 3.70 3.71 3.55 
NT 3.80 3.65 3.57 
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seven individual areas of professional teacher preparation when surveyed 
at the three data collection points. Preparing and using media, and 
planning and developing instruction remained the two areas teachers and 
nonteachers alike felt best prepared in across time. Areas with lowest 
ratings included: assessing and dealing with learning problems, and 
classroom management. As a general rule, both teachers and nonteachers 
rated the adequacy of preparation in each area slightly higher at the 
time of graduation than they did at the one- and five-year follow-up 
surveys, respectively. 
Respondents to the one- and five-year follow-up surveys were also 
asked to rate the importance of each professional teacher preparation 
area to them in current job. As shown by data presented in Table 66, 
teachers rated the importance of all areas slightly lower on the five-
year follow-up than they did at one year following graduation. 
Conversely, nonteachers increased their mean ratings on nine of the 
eleven areas between the one- and five-year survey. Both groups put most 
emphasis in: planning and developing instruction, interpersonal 
relationships and individual differences, preparing and using media, 
classroom management, teaching basic skills and using written 
communication. 
Rating of quality of teacher education program 2 
across time 
As shown in Figure 9, agricultural education graduates' perceptions 
of the quality of the Teacher Education Program at ISU increased slightly 
as they gained experience. On a 0 to 10 scale with 10 being highest, the 
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Table 66. Graduates* perception of the importance of selected areas of 
professional teacher education preparation at two data 
collection points 
Area/ 
Teachers (N) One Five 
Nonteachers (NT) Mean Mean 
Planning and developing instruction 
T 4.35 4.04 
NT 3.97 4.09 
Interpersonal relationships and individual 
differences 
T 4.00 3.77 
NT 3.85 3.91 
Assessing/dealing with learning problems 
N 3.55 3.32 
NT 3.28 3.31 
Testing/evaluating students 
N 3.78 3.52 
NT 3.35 3.36 
Preparing and using media 
N 3.71 3.68 
NT 4.02 3.81 
Classroom management 
T 4.51 4.10 
NT 3.53 4.03 
Teaching basic skills 
T 3.98 3.87 
NT 3.66 3.92 
Developing student-student relationships 
T 3.57 3.53 
NT 2.94 3.50 
Psychology of learning 
T 3.50 3.10 
NT 3.63 3.64 
Techniques of infusing multicultural 
learning 
T 2.80 2.52 
NT 2.87 2.57 
Using written communication 
T 4.04 3.97 
NT 4.42 4.47 
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Figure 9. Graduates' perception of quality of teacher education program 
at three data collection points 
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average rating ranged from 6.6 at time of graduation to 7.2 and 7.0, 
respectively, at the one- and five-year follow-up, respectively. 
Reasons nonteachers were not teaching ^  
across time 
Across all three data collection points*, better salaries and 
opportunities in other fields remained the number one reason agricultural 
education graduates gave for not entering or for leaving the teaching 
profession. Listed in Table 67 are various other reasons indicated and 
the frequencies and percentage of possible respondents responding to 
each. It should be noted that approximately one-half of the reasons were 
not added to the survey instruments until 1987; therefore, results should 
be interpreted with caution. 
Factors Influencing Graduates' Career Plans at Time of 
Graduation, and One and Five Years Following 
One of the objectives of this study was to identify those factors 
most influential in differentiating graduates who chose to enter teaching 
or who did not at time of graduation, and one and five years following. 
The SPSS-X procedure DISCRIMINANT was used to calculate correlation 
coefficients between a linear composite of variables which were 
respondents' characteristics, opinions and perceptions and the 
dichotomous criterion variable, teaching or not teaching. In this study, 
the variables used to differentiate the graduates will be called 
"predictor variables" even though in each analysis they were measured at 
the same time as the criterion variable. Due to the nature of the 
existing data set used in this study, it was not possible to actually 
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Table 67. Reasons nonteachers did not plan to enter field of education 
surveyed at three data collection points 
Reason^ Grad. One Five 
n % n % n % 
(n=72) (n=53) (n=57) 
Better salaries and 
opportunities in 
41 56.9 41 other fields 29 58.0 79.9 
Could not find^teach-
ing position ^ 11 15.3 14 28.0 4 7.0 
Family obligations ^ 12 16.7 3 6.0 4 7.0 
Not planned to teach 6 8.3 10 20.0 7 12.3 
Experience! in student 
teaching ^ 3 4.2 — — — 
Graduate studies ~ — —  7 14.0 8 14.0 
m
 
C
M
 
(n=25) (n=37) 
Inadequate salaries 
and benefits^ n/a 1 n/a 7 41.2 16 43.2 
Lack of advancement 
opportunities 2 8.0 6 35.3 12 32.4 
Student related 4 16.0 3 17.6 16 43.2 
General working 
conditions 2 8.0 2 11.8 10 27.0 
Feeling of inef­
fectiveness n/a n/a 1 5.9 7 18.9 
Administrative 
related^ 3 12.0 — — —  7 18.9 
Lack of respect 3 12.0 1 5.9 8 21.6 
Emotional aspects — — — —  — 6 16.2 
Lack of support from 
parents/community^ 6 16.2 
^Respondents could check as many as were applicable. 
'^First asked in the graduate and one-year follow-up surveys in 1982, 
asked in the original five-year follow-up in 1985. 
^Added in 1987. 
140 
predict graduates' career status at one and five years after graduation 
because Individuals' responses could not be linked over time. 
The DISCRIMINANT procedure first selects coefficients so that the 
scores are similar within a group but differ as much as possible between 
the groups. Since a linear equation is calculated based upon a 
combination of all the predictor variables, the discriminant analysis 
procedure automatically eliminates those cases for which there are any 
missing data on any of the variables. 
Discriminant analysis ^  graduation 
Presented in Table 68 is a list of 17 selected variables and the 
recalculated group means of those teachers (n=57) and nonteachers (n=54) 
remaining in the analysis. Significant differences between the means of 
the two groups were noted on; HSR; teaching as a career based on student 
teaching experience; importance that a job provide prestige, money, 
benefits, and chance for advancement. It should be noted that eight of 
the predictor variables are composites of items addressing the adequacy 
of preparation and the Importance of occupational characteristics. These 
were also used in previous comparisons (Tables 16 and 26a). 
DISCRIMINANT calculated a discriminant function that best 
distinguished between the teachers and nonteachers (criterion variable: 
teachers = 1, nonteachers = 2), using the combined effect of all 
discriminating variables. The difference in the mean scores of the 
function for each group were tested using the Wilks* Lambda statistic 
included in the procedure, and a significant difference was found (Wilks' 
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Table 68. Predictor variables used in discriminant analysis of teachers 
and nonteachers at time of graduation 
Areas/ Teachers . Nonteachers F-value F-prob. 
Variable Mean Mean 
(n=57) (n=54) 
Academic ability 
GGPA 2.89 3.01 2.47 .12 
HSR 29.96 22.24 4.39 .04 
ACT 23.49 23.14 .21 .65 
Adequacy of preparation 
Plan/deliver instruction 3.77 3.89 1.30 .26 
Interpersonal relationships 3.41 3.50 .45 .50 
Assess/deal with learning 
problems 2.57 2.78 1.77 .19 
Test/evaluate students 3.44 3.65 2.48 .12 
Self-evaluation as teacher 4.12 4.07 .18 .67 
Satisfaction with student 
teaching 
Geographic location 4.05 4.31 1.55 .22 
Cooperating teacher 4.49 4.64 1.60 .21 
University supervisor 4.28 4.14 .55 .46 
Teaching as career based on 
student teaching experience 4.16 3.48 18.42 .00 
Importance job provide 
opportunities for/or: 
Challenge and leadership 4.17 4.29 2.03 .16 
Prestige, money, benefits 
and advancement 3.75 4.03 7.86 .00 
To be creative, use 
abilities/aptitudes 4.39 4.32 .69 .41 
To help and serve others. 
works people vs. things 4.31 4.21 1.02 .32 
Would you prepare to be a 
teacher again? 1.35 1.72 8.72 .00 
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Lambda = .6284; significance = .0001). 
Presented in Table 69 are the correlation coefficients which 
describe the relationship between each predictor variable and the 
discriminating function of which it is a part. The correlation 
coefficients are presented in order by magnitude of their relationship. 
Koenker (1971) suggested the following rule of thumb for the degree 
relationship between variables to be: .80 to 1.00 highly related, .60 to 
.79 moderate to marked relationship, .40 to .59 fair degree of 
relationship, .20 to .39 slight, and .00 to .19 only a negligible or no 
relationship. 
As indicated (Table 69), only one factor, satisfaction with teaching 
based on the student teaching experience, showed a fair degree of 
relationship as an Individual variable. HSR was the only predictor 
variable within the areas of academic ability and adequacy of teacher 
preparation that showed even a slight relationship. As can be seen, the 
variables which were most strongly related to the function which 
discriminated between teachers and nonteachers at graduation were: 
satisfaction with teaching based on the student teaching experience; 
would you prepare to teach again; and the importance that a job provide 
prestige, money, benefits and opportunities for advancement. It might be 
noted that these were the variables which significantly distinguished 
between the groups when univariate comparisons were made. 
Using a subcommand, the DISCRIMINANT procedure individually 
classified each case included in the original discriminant analysis as to 
teachers or nonteachers based upon their calculated discriminant score. 
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Table 69. Correlation coefficients for the discriminant function between 
teachers and nonteachers at time of graduation 
Discriminant 
correlation 
Factor coefficient 
(r) 
Satisfaction/teaching as career 
based on student teaching 
experience -.5347 
Would you prepare again .3678 
Importance/job provide prestige, 
money, benefits and advancement .3493 
HSR -.2611 
Test/evaluate students .1963 
GGPA .1959 
Importance/job provide challenge 
and allow for leadership .1778 
Assess/deal with learning 
problems .1661 
Satisfaction/coop, teacher .1575 
Satisfaction/geo. location 
of student teaching .1548 
Plan/deliver instruction .1423 
Importance/job provide 
opportunities/help and 
serve others/works people 
vs. things -.1255 
Importance/job provide 
opportunities/be creative, 
use abilities/aptitudes -.1036 
Satisfaction/university 
supervisor -.0925 
Interpersonal relationships .0835 
ACT -.0568 
Self-evaluation as teacher -.0529 
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and then compared it to their actual classification. Presented in Table 
70 are the results. Using the discriminant function equation, the 
procedure accurately classified 73.7 and 75.9 percent of teachers and 
nonteachers, respectively. 
Table 70. Discriminant analysis classification results at time of 
graduation 
Actual group 
No. of 
cases 
Predicted group membership' 
Teachers Nonteachers 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
57 
54 
42 15 
73.7% 26.3% 
13 41 
24.1% 75.9% 
Percent of grouped case correctly classified = 74.77. 
Discriminant analysis - one year 
Presented in Table 71 are predictor variables and the recalculated 
group means of graduates included in the discriminant analysis of 
teachers (n=52) and nonteachers (n=34) one year following graduation. It 
should be pointed out that several variables were added and others 
deleted to reflect changes in the graduate and one-year follow-up 
instruments. Significant differences were shown to exist between the 
groups' mean scores on: adequacy of preparation in testing and 
evaluating students; importance of salary offered and reputation of the 
organization in decisions to accept current job; and the extent to which 
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Table 71. Predictor variables used in discriminant analysis of teachers 
and nonteachers one year following graduation 
Areas/ Teachers Nonteachers F-value F-prob, 
Variable Mean Mean 
(n=52) (n=34) 
Academic ability 
GGPA 2.87 3.02 3.19 .08 
HSR 26.06 21.27 1.52 .22 
ACT 23.86 24.03 .34 .56 
Adequacy of preparation 
Plan/deliver instruction 3.63 3.84 3.41 .07 
Interpersonal relationships 3.29 3.47 0.57 .45 
Assess/deal with learning 
problems 2.68 2.79 1.77 .19 
Test/evaluate students 3.34 3.68 4.39 .04 
Importance of factors in 
accepting current job 
Location 4.02 3.60 2.29 .13 
Salary offered 3.44 3.94 6.50 .01 
Type of position 4.32 4.33 .20 .66 
Size of organization 3.32 3.45 .63 .43 
Reputation firm, school or 
organization 3.42 3.96 6.39 .01 
Like people with whom 
interviewed 3.78 4.00 1.52 .22 
Extent current job provides 
opportunities/ 
For challenge/exercise 
leadership 3.97 3.80 1.08 .30 
Prestige, money, benefits 
and advancement 3.05 3.68 14.12 .00 
Creative/use abilities 
and aptitudes 3.90 3.81 .38 .54 
Help and serve others 
work people vs. things 4.00 3.88 .84 .36 
Would you prepare to be a 
teacher again? 2.44 2.36 .20 .65 
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current job provides opportunities for prestige, money, benefits and 
advancement. 
Discriminate functions were calculated for teachers and nonteachers 
using 18 predictor variables. Again, the dichotomous criterion variable, 
teachers = 1 and nonteachers = 2, was used. The Wilks' Lambda statistic 
showed a significant difference in the mean discriminant scores of the 
two groups (Wilks* Lambda = .5465; significance = .0004). 
Listed in Table 72 are the correlation coefficients for the one-year 
discriminant function equation in order of the magnitude of the 
relationships. As shown, respondents' rating to the extent to which 
their current job provided prestige, money, benefits and chances for 
advancement was the predictor variable having the highest relationship to 
the criterion variable with a r of .45 (fair degree of relationship). Of 
the predictor variables related to academic ability or adequacy of 
preparation, GGPA had the highest correlation coefficient with a r^ of 
.2138 (slight relationship). 
Shown in Table 7 3 are the results of the classification of teachers 
and nonteachers one year following graduation using the discriminant 
function. As indicated, the discriminant analysis was able to correctly 
classify 81.40 percent of the cases. 
Discriminant analysis five years 
The DISCRIMINANT procedure was unable to find a significant 
difference in the mean discriminant scores calculated for those graduates 
who were teaching and those who were not five years following graduation 
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Table 72. Correlation coefficients for the discriminant function between 
teachers and nonteachers one year following graduation 
Discriminant 
correlation 
Factor coefficient 
(r) 
Extent current job provides prestige, 
money, benefits and advancement 
Importance/salary offered 
Importance/reputation of organization 
Test/evaluate students 
GGPA 
Plan/deliver instruction 
Interpersonal relationships 
Importance/location 
Importance/liked people in interview 
HSR 
Extent current job provides 
opportunities for challenge/to 
exercise leadership 
Extent current job provides 
opportunities/help and 
serve others/works people 
vs. things 
Importance/size of organization 
Assess/deal with learning problems 
Extent current job provides 
opportunities/be creative, use 
abilities/aptitudes 
ACT 
Would you prepare again 
Importance/type of position 
.4500 
.3052 
.3027 
.2508 
.2138 
.2210 
.2038 
-.1812 
.1476 
-.1474 
.1245 
-.1097 
.0949 
.0900 
-.0741 
.0693 
-.0544 
.0529 
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Table 73. Discriminant analysis classification results one 
year following graduation 
Actual group 
No. of 
cases 
Predicted group membership 
Teachers Nonteachers 
Teachers 
Nonteachers 
52 
34 
42 
82.7% 17.3% 
13 41 
20.6% 79.4% 
Percent of grouped case correctly classified = 71.40. 
(Wilks' Lambda = .62957; significance = .1530). Presented in Table 74 
are the individual predictor variables included in the analysis and the 
mean group scores for each. As shown, nonteachers did have significantly 
higher mean scores on: the importance of reputation of the organization; 
the extent to which their current job provided prestige, money, benefits 
and advancement; and the importance of liking the people with whom they 
interviewed using univariate analysis. 
Major Findings 
The following statements summarize the major findings of this 
s tudy: 
1. There are no significant differences in the academic ability of the 
agricultural education graduates planning to teach agriculture and 
those not when surveyed at time of completion of the teacher 
training program as measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA and GGPA. 
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Table 74. Predictor variables used in discriminant analysis of teachers 
and nonteachers five years following graduation 
Areas/ Teachers Nonteachers F-value F-prot 
Variable Mean Mean 
(n=23) (n=4Q) 
Academic ability 
GGPA 2.95 3.00 .22 .64 
HSR 22.83 23.10 .00 .96 
ACT 24.22 23.67 .24 .63 
Adequacy of preparation 
Plan/deliver instruction 3.70 3.72 .02 .87 
Interpersonal relationships 3.17 3.18 .01 .91 
Assess/deal with learning 
problems 2.55 2.61 .07 .79 
Test/evaluate students 3.43 3.56 .53 .47 
Importance of factors in 
accepting current job 
Location 3.78 3.80 .00 .95 
Salary offered 3.35 3.55 .56 .46 
Type of position 4.13 4.00 .30 .59 
Size of organization 3.17 3.30 .18 .67 
Reputation firm, school 
or organization 3.13 3.85 6.09 .02 
Like people with whom 
interviewed 3.34 4.02 5.82 .02 
Extent current job provides 
opportunities for/to be 
Challenge and leadership 3.51 3.74 1.28 .26 
Prestige, money, benefits 
and advancement 2.88 3.46 6.99 .01 
Creative/use abilities 
and aptitudes 4.02 3.89 .52 .47 
Help and serve others 
work people vs. things 3.86 3.87 .00 .95 
Would you prepare to be a 
2.17 teacher again 2.37 .93 .34 
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2. There are no significant differences in the academic ability of 
graduates between the years of 1980 and 1989 as measured by ACT, 
HSR, AGFA, and GGPA when divided into three groups by year of 
graduation. 
3. There are generally no significant differences in the perceptions of 
the adequacy of the professional teacher education training received 
in eleven composite areas between graduates planning to teach 
agriculture and those not when surveyed at time of completion of the 
teacher training program. 
4. Between the years of 1980 and 1989, graduates generally agreed on 
their perceptions of the adequacy of the professional teacher 
preparation they had received. 
5. There are no significant differences in the academic ability of the 
graduates teaching agriculture and those not when surveyed one year 
following graduation as measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA and GGFA. 
6. There are no significant differences in the perceptions of the 
adequacy of the professional teacher training in eleven composite 
areas between graduates teaching agriculture and those not when 
surveyed one year following graduation. 
7. There are no significant differences in the academic ability of the 
agricultural education graduates teaching agriculture and those not 
when surveyed five years following graduation as measured by ACT, 
HSR, AGFA and GGPA. 
8. There are generally no significant differences in the perceptions of 
the adequacy of the professional teacher preparation in the eleven 
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composite areas between graduates teaching agriculture and those not 
when surveyed five years following graduation. 
9. There are some discrepancies between graduates' perceptions of the 
adequacy of preparation they received in some areas, of professional 
teacher preparation and the importance of that area to them in the 
current position. 
10. At all three data collection points, extrinsic rewards were the 
reasons graduates most often listed for not entering or leaving the 
teaching profession. 
11. Individual differences on measures of academic ability or adequacy 
of teacher preparation in composite areas did not significantly 
contribute to the discriminate function equation used to distinguish 
between those graduates planning to teach and those not at time of 
graduation or one year following. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Of concern to the profession and the public alike is the quality of 
agricultural education graduates who enter and remain in teaching. The 
purposes of this study were to analyze the characteristics of the recent 
agricultural education graduates at ISU completing a B.S. degree and 
their perceptions concerning the Teacher Education Program. To 
accomplish this purpose, the following objectives were formulated: 
1. Compare the academic ability of those agricultural education 
graduates from 1980-89 who planned to teach and those not at 
time of graduation, and teachers and nonteachers at one and five 
years following graduation. 
2. Identify the graduates' perceptions concerning the adequacy of 
training they had received from course work required in the Iowa 
State University Agricultural Education Curriculum for 
certification. 
3. Identify the graduates' perceptions concerning the importance of 
selected areas of teacher preparation in preparing them for 
their current jobs. 
4. Identify factors most influential in differentiating graduates 
who planned to teach and those not at time of graduation, and 
teachers and nonteachers at one and five years following 
graduation. 
5. Identify a profile of the agricultural education graduates from 
1980-1989. 
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6. To provide recommendations for practical application of findings 
to Improve the undergraduate Agricultural Education Teacher 
Education program at Iowa State University. 
The longitudinal survey-cohort design of this study proved to be 
appropriate in providing data that would reflect upon the above purposes 
and objectives. A major strength of this study was the use of a massive 
data set which was part of comprehensive on-going research project of the 
overall teacher education program at Iowa State University. By the 
utilization of this data base, Information was available which allowed 
for across time, and among and between group comparisons, as well as 
analysis of group responses and characteristics at three different data 
collection points. Another strength of the study was the reliability of 
the instruments used to collect the data. Also, an average response rate 
of 50.9 percent was considered acceptable for such a longitudinal study 
utilizing multiple collection points. 
The overall generalization of results might have been strengthened 
if Individual graduates' responses at each data collection point could 
have been matched. It is realized by this researcher, however, that to 
utilize only matched data across multiple collection points on a study of 
such magnitude usually results in extremely low usable response rates. 
The Instruments were designed by professional educators outside of 
agricultural education. This could help to remove possible bias in the 
wording of questions. However, because the survey instruments were 
"generic" to all teacher education majors, specific information and stem 
items related to agriculture and agricultural education were not 
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available» 
The first objective addressed by this research was to compare the 
academic ability of the agricultural education graduates. This objective 
was met by testing the following four research hypotheses. There are 
nonsignificant differences in the academic ability of agricultural 
education graduates as measured by HSR, ACT, AGFA, and GGPA between 
those: (1) grouped by year of graduation from 1980-89; (2) planning to 
teach and those not at time of graduation; (3) those teaching and those 
not one year following graduation; and (4) those teaching and those not 
five years following graduation. All four hypotheses were generally 
supported. 
Data presented in this study found no significant differences in the 
academic ability of agricultural education graduates who graduated 
between 1980 and 1989. This finding contradicts previous claims that the 
quality of teacher candidates as measured by academic ability is 
decreasing. It would appear that departmental recruitment efforts have 
been successful, and that the increased admission and certification 
requirements implemented for teacher certification in recent years have 
helped to maintain a pool of highly academically qualified graduates 
certified to teach agriculture. 
At time of graduation, those graduates who expressed plans to teach 
the next year were shown to be equal in academic ability with those 
entering nonteaching jobs. It should be pointed out to the reader that 
between 1980 and 1989, seven graduates planned to continue their 
education at the graduate level immediately following completion of their 
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B.S, degree. By comparison, this small isolated group did have a higher 
mean GGPA, but were equal to teachers and nonteachers on the other three 
measures. As is revealed in later discussion, it was concluded that this 
difference was not significant as one- and-five-year follow-ups of those 
actually teaching and those not showed no differences. 
When compared at one year, only one significant difference emerged. 
The group mean grade point average when admitted to the teacher education 
program (AGFA) was significantly higher for those who were not teaching 
at one year. It would appear that this difference was not relevant as 
both groups had equal grade point averages by the time they had actually 
graduated (GGPA) and completed certification requirements. 
No significant differences in academic ability were shown between 
those teaching and those not five years following their respective 
graduation data. 
Based on these findings, it could be concluded that those graduates 
who do choose to teach agriculture are just as academically able as their 
colleagues who seek other types of employment. These findings concur 
with similar findings by McCoy and Mortensen in 1984, and Wardlow in 
1986, who also compared the academic ability of agricultural education 
graduates who taught and those who did not. This research further 
disputes claims that, in general, potential teachers and practicing 
teachers who score highest on measures of academic ability are drawn away 
from the teaching profession (Schlechty and Vance, 1981; 1982). It 
should be noted that the Schlechty and Vance studies were based upon 
samples of teachers which included all areas of teacher certification. 
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The second objective of this study was to identify the graduates' 
perceptions concerning the adequacy of professional teacher education 
training. The following four hypotheses related to this objective were 
developed and tested. There are no significant differences in graduates' 
perceptions concerning the adequacy of preparation in selected areas of 
teacher education between: (1) those grouped year of graduation from 
1980-89; (2) those planning to teach and those not at time of graduation; 
(3) those teaching and those not one year following graduation; and (4) 
those teaching and those not five years following graduation. 
Based on analysis of data, all four hypotheses were generally 
supported. As a combined group across the nine years of the study, and 
at all three data collection points, teachers and nonteachers generally 
agreed on the adequacy of their preparation in each area. It was 
concluded that as groups, teachers and nonteachers felt equally prepared 
overall. 
The analysis of data, however, did reveal several areas of possible 
concern. On a five-point scale with 1 being very inadequate, 3 being 
neutral, and 5 being very adequate, only one area (preparing and using 
media) was rated above adequate (Table 65). However, both groups felt 
slightly underprepared only in areas dealing with assessing and dealing 
with learning problems and classroom management. It could be 
hypothesized at this point that with the increased emphasis in 
mainstreaming students with learning disabilities in the public schools, 
graduates felt more training in these areas is needed. 
The third objective of this study was concerned with identifying 
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graduates' perceptions concerning the importance of selected areas of 
teacher preparation in preparing them for their current jobs. As might 
be expected (Tables 40, 55, and 66), teachers considered most areas 
important, with more emphasis placed on areas devoted specifically to 
teaching and classroom management. However, it should be pointed out 
that at five years following graduation, nonteachers placed equal or more 
emphasis on a majority of areas as compared to teachers. Although 
statistical comparisons between the adequacy and importance of 
preparation in each area to graduates in their respective jobs were not 
appropriate, a similar five-point scale was used (5 = very important, 3 = 
neutral, 1 = very unimportant). It was observed that the importance 
rating for eight of the preparation areas was higher than the adequacy of 
preparation they had received. Areas with the largest discrepancies 
included: (1) planning and developing instruction, (2) interpersonal 
relationships and individual differences, (3) assessing and dealing with 
learning problems, and (4) classroom management. This trend held true 
for teachers and nonteachers alike. 
The fourth objective of this study dealt with identifying those var­
iables which would be most influential in differentiating between gradu­
ates who chose to enter the teaching profession. Using the DISCRIMINANT 
ANALYSIS procedures, valuable insights were observed. At the time of 
graduation, respondents' initial reaction to "satisfaction with teaching 
as a career based on student teaching experience" was the best single 
predictor of their career plans with only a fair degree of relationship. 
It had been observed throughout the study, however, that nonteachers 
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had tended to respond more favorably to questions related to extrinsic 
rewards. The discriminate function equations calculated for both groups 
confirmed these observations (Tables 69 and 72). It was shown that the 
combined effect of variables related to salaries, prestige, size, and 
reputation of the school or organization were major contributors in 
explaining the variance in the groups' mean discriminate scores. These 
findings are very comparable to those of Hoerner (1965) and Chizek 
(1983). 
Based on analysis of data, it would appear that any observed 
differences in academic ability or adequacy of preparation between 
graduates' are not significant contributors in differentiating future 
career plans. 
The fifth objective of this study was to profile the agricultural 
education graduates from 1980-89. The agricultural education graduates 
at time of graduation are described as follows: 
1. Approximately one-half indicated plans to enter teaching the next 
academic year. 
2. Over 57 percent indicated they would prepare to teach again. 
3. Slightly over 80 percent were males. 
4. Fifty-five percent of males entered teaching while only thirty-nine 
percent of female graduates entered teaching. 
5. They had a mean GGPA of 2.96. 
6. They had a mean AGFA of 2.78. 
7. They rated in the top 26.55 percentile of their graduating class. 
8. They received a mean ACT score of 23.15. 
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9. On the five-point scale with 5 being highest, they rated the 
adequacy of teacher preparation in four composite areas as: (1) 
planning and delivering instruction = 4.17; (2) interpersonal 
relationships = 3.44; (3) assessing and dealing with learning 
problems = 2.67; and (4) testing and evaluating students = 3.52. 
10. They self-rated their effectiveness as a teacher at 4.14 on a five-
point scale, with 5 being highest. 
11. On a five-point scale with 5 being highest, they rated their 
satisfaction with aspects of student teaching as: (1) geographic 
location = 4.17; (2) cooperating teacher = 4.60; (3) supervising 
teacher = 4.28; and (4) teaching as a career based on student 
teaching experience = 3.82. 
12. They placed major emphasis on a job that provided them with 
opportunities to be creative, use special abilities, help and serve 
others, to be responsible and exercise leadership, and be 
challenged. 
13. As a collective group, graduates placed less emphasis in the 
importance that a job provide them with extrinsic rewards. 
Findings revealed that overall, graduates who chose to teach and 
those who did not belonged to a very homogeneous group with only minor 
differences in their perceptions and characteristics. Previously 
discussed analyses and findings revealed that teachers and nonteachers 
were significantly different on only two variables at time of graduation. 
Nonteachers were less likely to prepare to become teachers again, and 
teachers were more satisfied with teaching as a career based on student 
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teaching experiences at time of graduation. 
For purposes of comparison, scales for all applicable variables were 
converted to a common scale with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 
1. Presented in Figure 10 is a visual profile of agricultural education 
graduates between 1980 and 1989 on 18 variables. 
The purposes and objectives of this study were met. Data presented 
throughout this study showed that the Iowa State University agricultural 
education graduates from 1980-89 who chose to teach and those who did not 
were equal in terms of overall academic ability and preparation in 
professional teacher education. This can alleviate, at least in part, 
the concern about the quality of agriculture teachers entering and 
remaining in the profession. 
Although this study answered several questions for the profession, 
data emerged that may have created even more. It was shown that at time 
of graduation, only about 10 percent of the graduates reported they 
definitely would not prepare to teach again. Since 1982, two-thirds of 
the graduate respondents indicated their long-range career plans were in 
nonteaching areas. The same basic trend held true when graduates were 
surveyed at one and five years following graduation. At the one and five 
year data collection points, nonteachers rated the importance of the 
majority of the teacher preparation areas high in preparing them for 
their current nonteaching job. Of the nonteachers responding five years 
after graduation, over 84 percent indicated they would remain in the same 
or a similar position. Data presented in Table 1 further revealed that 
many graduates were entering agricultural business and industry 
Figure 10» Profile of agricultural education graduates at time of graduation (mean = 0.0; 
S.D. = 1.00) 
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occupations. This would also tend to more substantially support 
information presented in the ISU Agricultural Education Department's 
recruitment brochures. Based on these findings, it would appear that 
many agricultural education'graduates have specifically used the 
agricultural education teacher training program to prepare them for their 
nonteaching careers. 
Crunkilton et al. (1985), in their article concerning the philosophy 
and purposes for a teacher education program in a land grant university, 
stated: 
The Agricultural Education Program Area at . . . provides 
• instruction, research, service and leadership to and for 
professionals in the fields of agricultural teaching and 
agricultural extension and to a lesser degree in the broad 
field of agriculture. Preservice preparation is provided for 
potential teachers of agriculture and agriculture extension 
workers. This instruction includes a balance of courses in 
professional education, technical agriculture, and general 
education (p. 59). 
Green and Miller (1986) concluded that the competencies required of 
agribusiness trainers compared favorably with the competencies required 
of vocational agricultural teachers. David Williams (1989) discussed 
challenges that had faced agricultural education in the 1980s and others 
that he expected to emerge as the profession enters the 20th century. In 
his comment, he suggested: "Agricultural education cannot meet these 
challenges alone. We must form partnerships with agricultural industry, 
governmental agencies, universities,, schools and others to meet these 
challenges. 
With a declining demand for agricultural education teachers 
nationally and the corresponding decline in enrollments in teacher 
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education programs (Camp and Echeverria, 1989), it could be hypothesized 
that some departments may struggle to justify their existence and/or 
maintain a full staff. The findings of this study seem to suggest that 
graduates specifically preparing for careers in agricultural business and 
industry are an appropriate group for agricultural education to serve 
and, at the same time, prepare a pool of equally able and prepared 
graduates who are certified to teach agriculture at the secondary level. 
Conclusions 
Based upon the responses of graduates of the Iowa State University 
Agricultural Education program and data obtained from their permanent 
records, the following conclusions were drawn: 
1. No significant differences existed in the academic ability of 
graduates between the years of 1980 and 1989 as measured by ACT, 
HSR, AGFA, and GGPA. 
2. No significant differences existed in the academic ability of 
graduates planning to teach agriculture and those not when 
surveyed at time of graduation as measured by ACT, HSR, AGFA, 
and GGPA. 
3. No significant differences existed in the academic ability of 
graduates teaching agriculture and those not when surveyed one 
and five years following graduation as measured by ACT, HSR, 
AGFA, and GGFA. 
4. Between the years of 1980 and 1989, the teacher education 
program has not adequately prepared graduates in all areas of 
164 
professional teacher education. 
5. Graduates planning to teach agriculture and those not when 
surveyed at time of graduation generally agreed on the adequacy 
of preparation they received. 
6. Graduates teaching and those not at one and five years following 
graduation felt equally prepared in professional teacher 
education. 
7. More training is needed by graduates in areas dealing with; 
planning and developing instruction, developing Interpersonal 
relationships, assessing and dealing with learning problems, and 
classroom management; as discrepancies exist in the adequacy and 
Importance of preparation in these areas. 
8. Greater extrinsic rewards and advancement opportunities in other 
occupational areas are the major reasons graduates are not 
entering or are leaving the teaching profession. 
9. Although cause and effect are not implied, individual 
differences on measures of academic ability or adequacy of 
preparation in professional teacher education do not 
significantly contribute to the discriminate function equations 
used to differentiate between teachers and nonteachers at time 
of graduation and one year following. 
10. Graduates who teach and those who do not are equally satisfied 
with the overall teacher education program. 
11. Graduates with nonteaching plans or those who leave the teaching 
profession feel the majority of the areas of professional 
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teacher preparation are from above neutral to more than 
important to them in preparing them for the current job. 
12. An increasing percentage of graduates are utilizing the 
agricultural education teacher training program as preparation 
for nonteaching careers related to agriculture. 
Recommendations 
Based upon the findings of this study, the following recommendations 
are presented: 
1. The profession, state and local school administration, and the 
general public should be informed that agricultural education 
graduates who enter teaching are equal in academic ability and 
level of preparation received in teacher education as those who 
do not teach or leave teaching. 
2. State and local school administration and the general public 
should be informed that steps should be taken to improve the 
extrinsic rewards associated with teaching agriculture at the 
secondary level in order to maintain an adequate supply of 
quality agricultural education graduates desiring to enter the 
teaching profession. 
3. Efforts should continue to be made to recruit top high school 
students to maintain the quality of agricultural education 
students and those entering the teaching profession. 
4. The agricultural education B.S. degree curriculum should be 
examined and course content modified to correct any 
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discrepancies between the adequacy and the importance of 
preparation in areas of professional teacher education. 
An ongoing longitudinal follow-up study should be implemented in 
the Iowa State University Agricultural Education Department so 
timely analysis may be made relative to agricultural education 
graduates' specific.characteristics, career patterns, and 
educational needs. 
Similar studies should be conducted within other states to 
determine in national or regional trends or norms are emerging. 
The Iowa State University Agricultural Education staff should 
consider meeting with key agricultural business and industry 
leaders to ascertain if the department can or should further 
develop resources to meet the pre- and in-service educational 
needs of graduates entering nonteaching careers. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the characteristics of the 
recent Agricultural Education graduates at ISU and their perceptions 
concerning the Teacher Education Program. More specifically, the study 
was designed to: (1) compare the academic ability of those graduates 
from 1980-89 who planned to teach and those not at time of graduation, 
and teachers and nonteachers one and five years following; (2) identify 
the graduates' perceptions concerning the adequacy of training they 
received in the teacher education program; (3) identify the graduates' 
perceptions of the importance of selected areas of teacher preparation; 
(4) identify the factors most influential in differentiating between 
graduates who chose to teach and those not; (5) identify a profile of the 
agricultural education graduates from 1980-89; and (6) provide 
recommendations for practical application of findings. 
The population consisted of 294 graduates from the ISU Department of 
Agricultural Education from 1980-89. Data relevant to this study were 
extracted from a master data set which was part of a comprehensive 
longitudinal research project conducted by the Research Institute for 
Studies in Education (RISE) at ISU. Graduates were surveyed utilizing 
separate multi-item instruments at time of graduation, and one and five 
years following. Response rates were 55.1, 48.0, and 49.7 percent, 
respectively. Survey data were merged with information from graduates' 
permanent record files via coding procedures by the RISE office to 
maintain confidentiality. The Statistical Package for the Social 
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Sciences (SPSS-X) was used to test instrument reliability and to perform 
both descriptive and inferential data analysis. 
T-test procedures between the group means of teachers and 
nonteachers when surveyed at graduation, and at one and five years 
following on four separate different measures of academic ability (ACT, 
HSR, AGFA, GGPA) revealed only one significant difference. Those 
graduates who were not teaching after one year had a higher group mean 
AGFA than did nonteachers. It would appear that, as a whole, those 
graduates choosing to teach and those not are equal in terms of overall 
academic ability. 
Thirty-four multi-item responses relevant to specific areas of 
professional teacher preparation were reduced to four composites and 
seven individual areas to assess graduates' perceptions concerning the 
adequacy of their teacher training. As a general rule, there were no 
significant differences between teachers' and nonteachers' mean ratings 
at the three data collection points. Both groups felt best prepared in 
areas dealing with preparing and using media, and planning and developing 
instruction. Both groups felt underprepared in assessing and dealing 
with learning problems and classroom management. 
Those areas of teacher preparation rated most important by both 
groups were: planning and developing instruction, interpersonal 
relationships, classroom management, teaching basic skills, and using 
written communication effectively. These were also the areas for which 
the greatest discrepancies existed between the adequacy of preparation 
and the importance of. the area to them in their present job. This study 
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further revealed that although nonteachers may not have been using their 
teacher training in a classroom teaching situation, they felt the 
importance of most areas to be equal to if not more important to them in 
their current job than did teachers. Teachers and nonteachers agreed on 
their overall rating of the quality of the teacher education program and 
the majority would "prepare to be a teacher again." 
Throughout the study, data revealed nonteachers were drawn to 
careers that provided them with greater extrinsic rewards and advancement 
opportunities. Discriminant analysis failed to show measures of academic 
ability or adequacy of preparation to be major contributing factors in 
classifying graduates into teaching or nonteaching career plans. 
In conclusion, data presented in this study showed that the 
agricultural education graduates from 1980-89 choosing to teach and those 
not were equal in terms of overall academic ability and preparation in 
professional teacher education. Nonteachers appear to be drawn away from 
education to careers that offer greater extrinsic rewards and not because 
of higher academic ability. The agricultural education B.S. degree 
program appears to be training equally qualified and prepared graduates 
who can successfully enter a variety of teaching and nonteaching careers 
based on personal preferences. 
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We are interested in what you think 
Teacher 
Education Program 
A study by Iowa State University 
Research Institute for Studies in 
Education. College of Education 
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A Hot* to Raipondants 
In recent years, the teaching profession has been marked by rapid 
change and the emergence of a number of Issues and concerns. It is 
essential that teacher preparation programs be responsive to these 
concerns. Therefore, the ISU College of Education is developing a 
comprehensive model to evaluate and to improve the quality of the teach­
er preparation program. Your reactions to and responses about your 
preparation are a major ingredient of this model. 
Various approaches are used by colleges of education to evaluate, 
Improve, and modify programs for the preparation of educational person­
nel. Among these approaches in the evaluation process is a study of 
graduates from preparation programs. To provide the necessary informa­
tion for program improvement, the data need to be collected on a regular 
basis and over a period of time. These longitudinal studies are benefi­
cial in providing insights about program strengths and weaknesses and in 
assisting in program improvement and modification. 
Since 1979, the Research Institute for Studies in Education (RISE) 
has been collecting data from teacher education graduates at major 
points in their preparation and careers. How, at graduation, we are 
contacting you for information about your current attitudes toward the 
ISU Teacher Preparation Program and personal background characteristics. 
The information we receive is summarized and presented in a report that 
Is discussed by faculty in the College of Education as they plan changes 
for Improving and updating the teacher preparation program. As men­
tioned in the accompanying letter, no individual responses are ever 
reported. 
These data, collected over the past nine years, have been very 
helpful in keeping the ISU Teacher Preparation Program current and 
responsive to changing educational needs. Your input is very much 
appreciated. 
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FIRST, we would like Information about your teacher preparation program. 
1. How long did you student teach? (check one) 
8 weeks or less 
12 weeks 
16 weeks 
Other (Please specify •--> ). 
2. Based on the length of your student teaching experience, should student 
teaching have been longer or shorter? 
How many How many Total suggested 
additional weeks? fewer weeks? weeks 
Longer —> 
Shorter > xxxxxxxxxx 
About right xxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxx xxxxxxxxxx 
3. At what level did you student teach? 
Frekindergarten/Kindergarten (N-K) 
Elementary (K-6) 
Secondary (7-12) 
K-12 
4. In what teaching area(s) of specialization do you expect to get teaching 
approval? 
(a) Frekindergarten/Kindergarten Level 
Frekindergarten/Kindergarten Other (Specify ) 
(b) Elementary Level 
Elementary Other (Specify ) 
(c) K-12 Level 
Art Health Music P.E. 
(d) Secondary Level 
Agriculture Health Physical Science 
Art Home Economics Physics 
Biology Industrial Arts Psychology 
Chemistry Journalism Safety Education 
Earth Science Mathematics Social Science 
English Music Speech 
Foreign Language Physical Education Other 
General Science 
If you checked more than one, what is your major area? 
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s.  Using Che racing scale below, indicate how satisfied you vera with aspects 
of your student teaching experience. 
Vary Satisfied. ... S 
Satisfied 4 
Neutral 3 
Dissatisfied 2 
Very Dissatisfied . . 1 
Please circle your response 
a. Getting your choice of geographical 
location for your student teaching 
assignment 5 4 3 2 1 
b. Your cooperating teacher S 4 3 2 1 
c. Your university supervisor 5 4 3 2 1 
d. Based on your student teaching experience, 
what is your reaction to teaching as a 
career for you? S 4 3 2 1 
6. At what age did you decide to become a teacher? years old. 
7. If you had it to do over again, would you prepare to become a teacher? 
Yes 
Ho 
Undecided 
8. Do you feel you will be ... 
... an excellent teacher? 
... a better than average teacher? 
... an average teacher? 
... a below average teacher? 
... an inadequate teacher? 
2 
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9. On a scale of 0 Co 10, how would you race Che q'uallcy of Che Teacher 
Preparation Program at Iowa Scace University? (Please circle the 
appropriate number.) 
Very Poor , Very High 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
10. In what ways did the program provide the most valuable professional 
preparation for you? 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) : 
11. In what ways should the program have offered more preparation? 
(1) 1 
(2) : 
(3) 
12a. During your academic program at Iowa State University, have you done 
uty work with computers or had training with applications of computers 
to teaching? 
No go to Q. 13 
Yes —> pleas* answer Q. 12b 
12b. If yes, please check lU experiences that apply. 
Introductory lecture(s)/demonstration(s) on computers and 
educational applications 
Viewing available Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) materials 
Selecting and evaluating Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) 
materials 
Using computers to manage instruction (grades, attendance, etc.) 
Entire course(s) in educational computing or computer science 
Word processing 
Computer programming 
Using microcomputers (Apples, Pets, etc.) 
Using minicomputers (VAX) 
Using mainframe computers through terminal and batch processing 
Other (Please specify —> ). 
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13a. Please Indicate how adequate your professional education preparation 
program was In the following areas. Use the following response 
categories. 
Very Adequate . . . 5 
4 
, 3 
Inadequate.... . 2 
Very Inadequate . . 1 
Not Applicable. . . N 
1) Planning units of instruction 
and Individual lessons 
Please 
. 5 
circle 
4 3 
your 
2 
response 
1 N 
2) Preparing and using media , 5 4 3 2 1 N 
3) Maintaining student interest . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
4) Understanding and managing behavior 
problems in the classroom . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
5) Teaching basic skills 4 3 2 1 N 
6) Consultation skills in interacting with 
other professionals , 5 4 3 2 1 N 
7) Developing student-student relationships. . . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
8) Referring students for special assistance . . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
9) Skills for mainstreaalng handicapped students . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
10) Methods of working with children 
with learning problems . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
11) Assessing learning problems . 5 4 3 2 1 . N 
12) Developing tests , 5 4 3 2 1 N 
13) Interpreting and using standardized tests . . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
14) Content preparation in your 
area of specialization , 5 4 3 2 1 N 
15) Professional ethics and legal obligations . . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
16) Psychology of learning and 
its application to teaching . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
17) Evaluating and reporting student 
work and achievement , 5 4 3 2 1 N 
18) Relating activities to interests 
and abilities of students . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
4 
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Very Adequate ... 5 
Adequate 4 
Neutral 3 
Inadequate 2 
Very Inadequate . . 1 
Not Applicable. . . N 
Plea*# circle your reaponse 
19) Locating and uaing material* and reaource* 
in your epecialty area 5 4 3 2 1 N 
20) Evaluating your own inatruction S 4 3 2 
21) Individualizing instruction S 4 3 2 
22) Selecting and organizing materials 5 4 3 2 
23) Uaing a variety of instructional technique* . . 5 4 3 2 
24) Understanding teachers' role* in relation to 
administrators, superviaors and counselors. . . 5 4 3 2 
25) Working with parents 5 4 3 2 
26) Working with other teachers 5 4 3 2 
27) Assessing and implementing innovations S 4 3 2 
28) Appreciating and understanding 
Individual and intergroup differences 
in values and lifestyle* 5 4 3 2 
29) U*lng community resources 5 4 3 2 
30) Techniques of curriculum construction 5 4 3 2 
31) Influence of laws and policies * 
related to schools 5 4 3 2 
32) Techniques of infusing multicultural 
learning 5 4 3 2 
33) Using written communication effectively .... S 4 3 2 
34) Developing your own teaching style 
by observing others 5 4 3 2 
13b. In rank order (1 highest rank), please list from the above ite 
corresponding numbers for the three areas of preparation with h 
adequacy. 
12 3 
Adequacy of Preparation 
5 
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14. Ue would like your reactions to using selected components within the 
teacher preparation program. Some of these components are recent 
additions and therefore, may not have been included in your program. 
First, for each component, please check {/) whether or not you 
partipated. Then, for those you participated in, use the scale below 
to rate the extent to which the component helped you prepare to be a 
teacher. Finally, comment on the component (such as, explain what you 
liked or disliked, how it helped you, the extent of your participation, 
its strengths or weaknesses, etc.) 
A Great 
No Help at All Deal of Help 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
Component Participate Eating Commont: 
Teachers on Television Yes 
(TOT) No 
Performance Element Yes 
Modules (PEMs) No 
Tesching Assessment Yes 
Modules (TAHs) Ho 
Writing Clinic Yes 
Ho 
Field Experiences Yes 
(Including prd-student Ho 
teaching practica, 
but not student 
teaching) 
6 
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15. What are your employment plans for the next academic school year 
(1989/1990)? 
Have obtained a teaching position for 1989/90 school year. 
Currently seeking or plan to seek a teaching position. 
Currently seeking or plan to seek a non-teaching position. 
Graduate study (Please specify area —> ). 
Other (Please specify —> ). 
16. What is your long-range career plan? (Please check the most appropriate 
response. Check only jjqk.) 
Teaching —> skip to Q. 18 
Employment in education other than teaching —> skip to Q. 18 
Please specify —> 
Employment outside the field of education —> please answer Q. 17 
Please specify —> 
Other —> please answer Q. 17 
Please specify —> 
17. (Ron-teaching) Why do you plan not to enter the field of education? 
Check as many as apply. 
Lack of teaching positions available. . 
Greater career opportunities in nonacadeaic Jobs. 
__ Higher salaries and benefits in nonacademic Jobs. 
Marriage/family obligations. 
Had not planned to enter education. 
Experiences in student teaching. 
General working conditions (nonteaching duties, hours, classroom 
size, work load). 
Student related (motivation, lack of discipline, general attitudes). 
General administrative framework in local schools. 
Lack of respect. 
Emotional aspects (stress, burnout, frustration, boredom). 
Lack of support from parents and community. 
Lack of advancement opportunities. 
Other (Please specify —> ). 
7 
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ALL RESPONDENTS 
'18. How Important Is it that « Job provida you with the following charac­
teristics? Pleas» circle one number for each characteristic. Use the 
following* response categories. 
Very Important ... S 
Important 4 
Neutral 3 
Unimportant 2 
Very Unimportant . . 1 
Please circle your response 
a. Opportunity to be creative and original. . . 5 4 3 2 1 
b. Opportunl^  to use special abilities or 
aptitudes 5 4 3 2 1 
c. Opportunity to work with people rather 
than things 5 4 3 2 1 
d. Opportunity to earn a good deal of money . . 5 4 3 2 1 
e. Social status and prestige 5 4 3 2 1 
f. Opportunity to effect social change 5 4 3 2 1 
S- Relative freedom from supervision by others. 5 4 3 2 X 
h. Opportunity for advancement 5 4 3 2 1 
1. Opportunity to exercise leadership 5 4 3 2 1 
J. Opportunity to. help and serve others .... 5 4 3 2 1 
k. Adventure 5 4 3 2 1 
1. Opportunity for a relatively stable and 
secure future 5 4 3 2 1 
m. Fringe benefits (health care, retirement 
b e n e f i t s )  . ' . . . .  5 4 3 2 1 
n. Variety in the work 5 4 3 2 1 
o. Responsibility . 5 4 3 2 1 
P- Control over what I do 5 4 .3 2 1 
q. Control over what others do. . 5 4 3 2 1 
r. Challenge 5 4 3 2 1 
8 
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19. In self.appraisal and teacher evaluation, certain teaching behaviors are 
often identified. We would like you to rate your perception of your 
student teaching behavior in each of the following area*. Using the 
scale below, circle a number for each area. 
Vary Very 
Low High 
a. Providing a setting conducive 
to learning 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
b. Motivating students 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
c. Demonstrating Vnowledge of subject 
matter 0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 
d. Monitoring and evaluating student 
progress and understanding 0123456789 10 
e. Providing clear, concise explanations 
and examples 0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 
f. Managing instructional activities 
efficiently.and ensuring student 
time on task 0 1 2 3 4 S '6 7 8 9 10 
g. Communicating effectively with 
students 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
h. Demonstrating sensitivity toward 
students 0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 
i. Demonstrating effective planning and 
organization skills 0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 
J. Exhibiting a positive self-concept. .0123456789 10 
k. Accommodating a variety of ability 
levels ;...0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Implementing the lesson plana 
effectively 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
m. Maintaining high expectations for 
student achievement 01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
n. Incorporating effective questioning 
techniques 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
o. Using a variety of instructional 
resources 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
p. Maintaining high standards for 
student behavior 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
9 
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Nov «• vould like to eak you tome general queatlona about youraelf and 
your family. 
20. Up to the present, where have you spent the majority of your life? 
on a farm? ' 
in a non-farm country home? 
in a town with population less than 2,500? 
in a town with population between 2,500 and 5,000? 
in a town with population between 5,000 and 10,000? 
in a town with population between 10,000 and 25,000? 
in a town with population between 25,000 and 50,000? 
in a city with population between 50,000 and 100,000? 
in a city with population over 100,000? 
21. Sex 
Female 
Male 
22. Marital status 
Single 
Married 
22a. Do you have my children? 
Yes •--> How many? 
No 
23. What was your father's occupation most of the time while you were 
living at home? Please be specific. 
24. What was your mother's occupation most of the time while you were 
living at home? Please be specific. 
25. Please think about the best elementary or secondary teacher you know 
or have known. What are the characteristics that made that teacher 
outstanding? 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
10 
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Follow-up Study 
Teacher 
Education Graduates 
A study by Iowa State University 
Research Institute for Studies in Education 
r College of Education 
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A Not* to Eaapondenti 
In recent years, the teaching profession has been marked by rapid 
change and the emergence of a number of Issues and concerns. It Is 
essential that teacher preparation programs be responsive to these 
concerns. Therefore, the ISU College of Education Is developing a 
comprehensive model to evaluate and to Improve the quality of the teach­
er preparation program. Your reactions to and responses about your 
preparation and subsequent employment experiences are a major ingredient 
of this model. 
Various approaches are used by colleges of education to evaluate, 
improve, and modify programs for the preparation of educational person­
nel. Among these approaches in the evaluation process is a follow-up 
study of graduates from preparation programs. To provide the necessary 
information for program improvement, the data need to be collected on a 
regular basis and over a period of time. These longitudinal studies are 
beneficial in providing insights about program strengths and weaknesses 
and in assisting In program Improvement and modification. 
Since 1979, the Research Institute for Studies in Education (RISE) 
has been collecting data from teacher education graduates at major 
points in their preparation and careers. How, one year after gradua­
tion, we are contacting you again for information about your current 
attitudes, competencies, personal characteristics, and employment. The 
information we receive la summarized and presented in a report that is 
discussed by faculty in the College of Education as they plan changes 
for Improving and updating the teacher preparation program. As men­
tioned in the accompanying letter, no individual responses are ever 
reported. 
These data, collected over the past nine years, have been very 
helpful in keeping the ISU Teacher Preparation Program current and 
responsive to changing educational needs. Your input is very much 
appreciated. 
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FIRST, «a would Ilka CO aak you quaaclona about your currant aaployaant. 
1. Using the occupational coda balow, please circle your current position. 
1 Teacher 8 Clerical/Secretarial/ 
2 Education-related Adalnlatritlve support 
(non-teaching professional) 9 Service (Including teacher aide) 
3 Other professional 10 Hoaeaaker 
4 Technical 11 Farmer 
5 Hanagerlal/Adalnlscratlve 12 Student 
6 Sales/Business 13 Unemployed 
7 Craftsman/Operative 14 Other (apeclfy) 
Teachers —> Please answer FART A, then skip to page 2, FART C. 
Nonteachers —> Please skip to FART B, page 2. 
PART A (Teachers) 
(a) What level do you teach? 
Preschool/Kindergarten 
Elementary (1-6) 
Secondary (7-12) ---> Specify subject(s)_ 
K-12 ---> Specify subject(s) 
(b) Are you teaching ... 
. Full time? 
. Fart time? 
. Permanent substitute? 
. Day-to-day substitute? 
. Other? 
(d) What are your plans for next year? 
Remain In same position. 
Seek similar position elsewhere. 
Employment in education other than teaching. 
Flease specify -•-> 
Employment outside education. 
Flease specify —> 
Other 
Flease specify —> 
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FART B (Nonteachari) 
(a) What are your reasons for not teaching at the present time? Check 
as many as apply. 
Graduate'study. (Please specify area ) 
Could not find a teaching position. 
Inadequate salaries and benefits. 
General working conditions (nonteachlng duties, hours, class­
room size, work load). 
Student related (motivation, lack of discipline, general attitudes). 
Feelings of ineffectiveness. 
Administrator related (lack of support, dissatisfaction with 
administration, incompetent administration). • 
Lack of respect. 
Emotional aspects (stress, burnout, frustration, boredom). 
liack of support from parents and community. 
Lack of advancement opportunities. 
Family obligations. 
Had not planned to teach. 
Better salaries and career opportunities in other fields. 
Other (Please specify) 
(b) What are your employment plans for next year? 
Remain in same position. 
Seek similar position elsewhere. 
Seek teaching position. 
Employment in education other than teaching. 
Other (Please specify) 
PART G (All Respondents) 
Five years from now, do you plan to be. . . 
Teaching 
Employed in education other than teaching 
Employed outside the field of education 
Other (Please specify) 
2 
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Now, we would l ike information about your Teacher Preparation Program. 
Based on Che length of your student teaching experience, should student 
teaching have been longer or shorter? 
How many 
additional weeks? 
Longer ---> 
Shorter —> 
About right 
xxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxx 
How many 
fewer weeks? 
xxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxxx 
Total suggested 
weeks 
xxxxxxxxxx 
3. At what level did you student teach? 
Prekindergarten/Kindergarten (N-K) 
Elementary (K-6) 
Secondary (7-12) 
K 12 
4. In what teaching area(s) of specialization do you have teaching approval? 
(a) Prekindergarten/Kindergarten Level 
Prekindergarten/Kindergarten Other (Specify ) 
(b) Elementary Level 
Other (Specify ) Elementary 
(c) K-12 Level . 
Art Health 
(d) Secondary Level 
Agriculture 
Art 
Biology 
Chemistry 
Earth Science 
English 
Foreign Language 
General Science 
Music P.E. Other (Specify 
Health 
Home Economics 
Industrial Arts 
Journalism 
Mathematics 
Music 
Physical Education 
Physical Science 
Physics 
Psychology 
Safety Education 
Social Science 
Speech 
Other 
If you checked more than one, what is your major area? 
3 
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5. We would like you Co race your Teacher Preparation Program In specific 
areas: first, race Che adequacy of preparation; second, Indicate how 
Important Che area is co your present position. 
Very Adequate. . 5 Very Important . 5 
Adequate .... 4 Important. ... 4 
Neutral: .... 3 Neutral 3 
Inadequate ... 2 Unimportant. . . 2 
Very Inadequate. 1 Very Unimportant 1 
Not Applicable . N Not Applicable . N 
1) Planning unies of instruction 
and Individual lessons 5 4 3 2 1 H 5 4 3 2 1 N 
2) Preparing and using media. . . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
3) Maintaining student interest . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
4) Understanding and managing be­
havior problems in the classroom 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
5) Teaching basic skills 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
6) Consultation skills in inter­
acting with other professionals. 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
7) Developing student-student 
relationships 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
8) Referring students for special 
assistance 5 4 3 2 1 H 5 4 3 2 1 N 
9) Skills for mainstreaming handi­
capped students 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
10) Methods of working with children 
with learning problems 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
U) Assessing learning problems. . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
12) Developing tests 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
13) Interpreting and using 
standardized tests 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
14) Content preparation in your 
area of specialization 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
15) Professional ethics and 
legal obligations 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
16) Psychology of learning and 
its application to teaching. . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
17) Evaluating and reporting student 
work and achievement 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
4 
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ADEQUACY IMPORTANCE 
18) Relating activities to interests 
and abilities of students. . . . 5 4 3 2 1 H 5 4 3 2 1 N 
19) Using written communication 
effectively 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
20) Locating and using materials and 
resources in your specialty area 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
21) Evaluating your own instruction. 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
22) Individualizing instruction. . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
23) Selecting and organizing 
materials S 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
24) Using a variety of 
instructional techniques .... 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
25) Understanding teachers' roles 
in relation to administrators, 
supervisors, and counselors. . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
26) Working with parents 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
27) Working with other teachers. . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 H 
28) Assessing and implementing 
innovations 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
29) Appreciating and understanding indi­
vidual and intergroup differences 
in values and lifestyles .... S 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
30) Using community resources. . . . 5 4 3 2 1 H 5 4 3 2 1 N 
31) Techniques of curriculum 
construction 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
32) Influence of laws and policies 
related to schools 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
33) Techniques for infusing 
multicultural learning 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
34) Developing your own teaching 
style by observing others . . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 1 N 
5b. Using Che areas of preparaClon llsced above (numbered 1 to 34), select 
three areas in which you feel most adequately prepared. Rank them Isc, 
2nd, and 3rd and record the corresponding number below. Do likewise 
for the three areas with most Importance to your present position. 
1st 2nd 3rd 
Adequacy of Preparation 
Importance to Position 
5 
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6. We would Ilka your reactions to using selected components vi^ hiti the 
teacher preparation program. Some o£ these components arc recent 
additions and therefore, may not have been included in yuur prii^ rair. 
First, for each component, please check (/) whether or.  not you 
participated. Then, for those you participated in, use the scale 
below to rata the extent to which the component helped you in preparing 
for your present position. Finally, comment on the component (such as, 
explain what you liked or disliked, how i t  helped you, the extent of 
your participation. Its strengths or weaknesses, etc.) 
A Great 
No Help Deal of Help 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
Component Participate Rating Comments 
Teachers on Talevislon Yes 
(TOT) No 
Performance Element Yes 
Modules (PEMs) No 
Teaching Assessment Yes 
Modules (TAMs) No 
Writing Clinic Yes 
No 
Field Experiences Yes 
(including pre-student No 
teaching practlca, 
but not student 
teaching) 
6 
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On a scale of 0 to 10, how would you rate the quality of the Teacher 
Preparation Program at Iowa State University? (Please circle the 
appropriate number.) 
Very Poor Very High 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
In what three ways did the program provide the most valuable 
professional preparation for you? 
(1) 
( 2 )  
(3) 
In what three ways should the program have offered more preparation? 
(1) 
( 2 )  
(3) 
If you had it to do over again, would you prepare to become a teacher? 
Yes 
No 
Undecided 
Many teachers indicate that one or more of the following activities 
are helpful in becoming a better teacher. 
(a) Which activity do you view as most helpful? 
(b) Which is least helpful? (Check one activity in each column.) 
Host Least 
helpful helpful 
(1) Observe and/or be observed by other 
teachers and talk with them. 
(2) Establish mentor relationship with 
experienced teacher. 
(3) Read professional Journals/publications. 
(4) Take additional graduate courses In 
education. 
(5) Take additional graduate courses in 
areas other than education. 
_____ (6) Participate in teacher inservices/ 
workshops. 
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It you «ra not citrrtntly «mployed, skip to Quaitlon 18 on page 12. 
12. How important were each o£ the following factors In your decision to 
accept your current position? Please circle one nusA>er for each factor. 
Use the'following response categories. 
Very Important . . . 5 
Important . 4 
. 3 
Unimportant. . . . . 2 
Very Unimportant . . 1 
Not Applicable . . . N 
Please circle your response 
a. Desirable location 5 4 3 2 1 N 
b. 5 4 3 2 1 N 
c. Type of position 5 4 3 2 1 N 
d. Size of organization 5 4 3 2 1 N 
e. Reputation of school, firm or organization 5 4 3 2 1 N 
f. Liked people with whom I interviewed . . . 5 4 3 2 1 N 
g. Spouse has a Job in the coaaunity 5 4 3 2 1 N 
h. Only Job I was offered 5 4 3 2 1 N 
13. On a scale of 0 to 10, how would you rate your general satisfaction 
with your current job? 
Very Low Very High 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
14. What is the population of the community where you are currently employed? 
Under 1,000 10,000 - 24,999 
1,000 - 2,499 25,000 - 50,000 
2,500 - 4,999 Over 50,000 
5,000 - 9,999 
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IS. To what extent does your current Job provide you with the following 
characteristics? Please circle one number for each characteristic. 
Use the following response categories. 
All of the Time 5 
Host of the Tine .... 4 
Some of the Time . . . . ' 3 
Seldom 2 
Never 1 
Please circle your response 
a. Opportunity to be creative and original. . . 5 4 3 2 1 
b. Opportunity to use special abilities or 
aptitudes 5 4 3 2 
c. Opportunity to work with people rather 
than things S 4 3 2 
d. Opportunity to earn a good deal of money . . 5 4 3 2 
e. Social status and prestige S 4 3 2 
f. Opportunity to effect social change S 4 3 2 
g. Relative freedom from supervision by others. 5 4 3 2 
h. Opportunity for advancement 5 4 3 2 
1. Opportunity to exercise leadership 5 4 3 2 
j. Opportunity to help and serve others .... S 4 3 2 
k. Adventure 5 4 3 2 
1. Opportunity for a relatively stable and 
secure future S 4 3 2 
m. Fringe benefits (health care, retirement 
benefits) 5 4 3 2 
n. Variety in the work 5 4 3 2 
o. Responsibility S 4 3 2 
p. Control over what I do 5 4 3 2 
q. Control over what others do 5 4 3 2 
r. Challenge 5 4 3 2 
If you are not teaching this year, please go to page 12. AIL TEACHERS, 
please answer Questions 16 and 17 first. 
9 
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TEACHERS ONLY answer Questions 16 and 17. 
16. We would like you to rate your perception of your teaching 
behavior In each of the following areas. Using the scale below, 
circle the number for each area that Indicates how well you are 
doing in your teaching position. 
Very Very 
Low High 
a. Providing a setting conducive 
to learning 0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 
b. Motivating students 0 1 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 10 
c. Demonstrating knowledge of 
subject matter 0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 
d. Monitoring and evaluating student 
progress and understanding 0123456789 10 
e. Providing clear, concise explana­
t i o n s  a n d  e x a m p l e s  0 1 2  3 4  S  6  7  8  9  1 0  
f. Managing instructional activities 
efficiently and ensuring student 
time on task 0 1 2 34 S 6 7 8 9 10 
g. Communicating effectively with 
students 01 2 34 5 6 7 8 9 10 
h. Demonstrating effective planning 
and organization skills 0123456789 10 
1. Exhibiting a positive self-
concept 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
J. Using evaluation activities 
appropriately 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
k. Implementing the lesson plans 
effectively 01 2 34 56 7 8 9 10 
1. Maintaining high expectations for 
student achievement 0123456789 10 
m. Incorporating effective questioning 
techniques 0123456789 10 
n. Maintaining high standards for 
student behavior 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
o. Maintaining effective working 
relationships with peers and 
administrators 0123456789 10 
10 
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Ue also would like your perceptions about employment factors related 
CO teaching. Please indicate how satisfied you are with each of the 
following aspects of teaching. Use the following response categories. 
Very Satisfied . . . . 5 
Satisfied 
Neutral . 3 
Dissatisfied . . . . . 2 
Very Dissatisfied . 1 
Not Applicable . . . . HA 
Circle your response 
a. Salary 5 4 3 2 1 MA 
b. General working conditions 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
c. Amount of administrative support received . . . . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
d. Relationship with other teachers 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
e. Extent of involvement In decision making . . . . , 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
f. . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
g. S 4 3 2 1 NA 
h. Extent to which Job provides challenge and 
opportunity for professional growth , 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
i. Level of Job performance . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
j. Opportunities for advancement , . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
k. Method with which Job performance evaluated . . , . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
1. Frequency with which job performance evaluated . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
m. Size of community in which employed S 4 3 2 1 NA 
n. Support given by family and friends for choice 
of teaching as a career . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
o. Amount of time spent working at Job . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
p. Relationship with students . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
1- Level of parental involvement . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
r. Role played in professional associations . . . . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
s. Community support for education . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
t. Teaching as a career . 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
11 
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ALL RESPONDENTS 
NOW we would l ike to ask you soma genaral quaationa about youraelf and 
your family. 
18. Marital status 
Single (never married) 
Married 
Divorced, aeparated, or widowed 
19. Do you have any children? 
Yea •--> How many? 
No 
20. Which of Che following cacegories beat deacribea your total Income 
during last year? (If married, Include spouse's Income) 
less than $ 9,999 
$10,000 to $14,999 
$15,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $24,999 
$25,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 and over 
21. Please think about the best elementary or secondary teacher you have 
had. What were the characteristics that made that teacher outstanding? 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
12 
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Five-Year 
Follow-up Study 
Teacher 
Education Graduates 
A study by Iowa State University 
Research Institute for Studies in Education 
College of Education 
mm 
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A Note CO Respondencs 
In recenc years, che ceaching profession has been marked by rapid 
change and Che emergence of a number of Issues and concerns. Ic Is 
essenclal chaC Ceacher preparaclon programs be responsive Co chese concerns. 
Therefore, che ISU College of Education Is developing a comprehensive model 
to evaluace and Co Improve che quallcy of che ceacher preparaclon program. 
Your reactions to and responses about your preparation and subsequent 
employment experiences are a major ingredient of this model. 
Various approaches are used by colleges of education to evaluace, 
Improve, and modify programs for the preparation of educational personnel.  
Among chese approaches in che evaluation process is a follow-up scudy of 
graduates from preparation programs. To provide che necessary informacion 
for program improvement, the data need to be collected on a regular basis 
and over a period of time. These longitudinal studies are beneficial In 
providing insights about program strengths and weaknesses and In assisting 
In program improvement and modification. 
Since 1979, che Research Institute for Studies in Education (RISE) has 
been collecting data from teacher education graduates at major points in 
chelr preparation and careers. Now, five years after graduation, we are 
contacting you again for information abouc your currenc accicudes, compecen-
cies, and personal characteristics and about your employment history since 
graduation. The Informacion we receive is summarized and presented in a 
report chac is discussed by faculty in the College of Education as they plan 
changes for improving and updating che teacher preparation program. As 
mentioned in the accompanying letter,  no Individual responses are ever 
reported. 
These data, collected over the past eight years, have been very helpful 
.In keeping the ISU Teacher Preparation Program current and responsive co 
changing educational needs. Your input is very much appreciated. 
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FIRST, we would l ike to ask you questions about your current employment. 
1.  What is your current employment situation? 
Teaching —> Please answer PART A, then skip Co page 3. PART C. 
Nonteaching —> Please skip to PART B. page 2. 
PART A (Teaching) 
(a) What level do you teach? 
Pveschool/Kindetgarten 
Elementary (Grades 1-6) 
Secondary (Grades 7-12) 
K-12 
(b) Are you teaching ... 
.  .  .  Full time? 
. . .  P a r t  t i m e ?  
. . .  S u b s t i t u t e ?  
. . .  O t h e r ?  
(c) At the present, what subject area(s) do you teach? 
(d) What are your plans for next year? 
Remain in same position. 
Seek similar position elsewhere. 
Employment in education other Chan teaching. 
Please specify > 
Employment outside education 
Please specify > 
Other Please specify > 
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PART B (NonCeaching) 
(a) What are your reasons for noc ceaching ac Che presenc cime? Check 
as many as apply. 
Graduate scudy. (Please specify area ) 
Could noc find a ceaching position. 
Inadequate salaries and benefiCs. 
General working condicions (nonceaching ducies, hours, class­
room size, work load). 
Student related (raotivacion, lack of discipline, general 
attitudes).  
Feelings of ineffectiveness. 
__ Administrator related (lack of support,  dissatisfaction with 
administration, incompetent administration). 
Lack of respect.  
Emotional aspects (stress, burnout, frustration, boredom). 
Lack of support from parents and community. 
Lack of advancement opportunities. 
Family obligations. 
Had not planned to teach. 
Better salaries and career opportunities in other fields. 
Other (please specify) 
(b) What are your employment plans for next year? 
Remain in same position. 
Seek similar position elsewhere. 
Seek ceaching posicion. 
Employment in education other than ceaching. 
Other (please specify) 
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FART C (All Respondents) 
(a) We are Interested in your employment history (jobs) for the last 
five years. Using the occupational code below, please l ist  your 
major employment for each of the last five years, starting with 
your current position. 
1 Teacher 8 Clerical/Secretarial/  
2 Education-related Administrative support 
(non-teaching) 9 Service 
3 Other professional 10 Horaenaker 
4 Technical 11 Farmer 
5 Managerial/Administrative 12 Student 
6 Sales/Business 13 Unemployed 
7 Craftsman/Operative 14 Other (soecifv) 
YEAR POSITION LOCATION 
(Following (Occupational 
graduation) Code Number) (State/Country) 
Fifth Year 
(Current Position) 
Fourth Year 
Third Year 
Second Year 
First Year 
Any comments about your employment history: 
(b) Five years from now. do you plan Co be. .  . 
Teaching 
Employed in education other Chan teaching 
Employed outside Che field of education 
Other (please specify) 
3 
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ALL RESPONDENTS 
2. How would you race on a scale of 0 Co 10 your general saclsfacclon 
wlch your current (most recent*) job? 
Very Low Very High 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
*Noce: If you are currently unemployed, please answer quescions 2. 
3, and 4 as chey pertained Co your most recent position. 
3. How Imporcant were each of the following factors in your decision co 
accept your most recent position? Please circle one number for each 
factor.  Use the following response categories. 
Very Imporcant .  
Important.  .  .  .  
Neutral 
Unimportant.  
Very Unimportant 
Not Applicable .  
. 5 
. 4 
. 3 
. 2 
. 1 
. N 
Please circ 
a. Desirable location 5 4 2 1 
b. Salary offered 5 4 2 1 
c. Type of position 5 4 2 1 
d. Size of organization 5 4 2 1 
e. Reputation of school, firm or organization 5 4 2 1 
f.  • Liked people with whom I  interviewed .  .  .  5 4 2 1 
g- Spouse has a job in che communicy 5 4 2 1 
h. Only job I  was offered 5 4 2 1 
e your response 
4 
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4. To what excent does (did) your most recenc job provide you with the 
following characceriscics? Please circle one number Cor each 
characteristic.  Use the following response categories. 
All of Che Time 5 
Most of Che Time . . . .  4 
S o m e  o f  C h e  T i m e  . . . .  3  
Seldom 2 
Never 1 
Please circle 
Opportunity to be creative and original.  .  .  5 4 
Opportunity Co use special abilicies or 
aptitudes 5 4 
Opportunity to work with people racher 
Chan things 5 4 
Opporcunicy co earn a good deal of money .  .  5 4 
Social scacus and prescige S 4 
Opportunity to effect social change 5 4 
Relacive freedom from supervision by ochers. 5 4 
Opporcunicy for advancemenc S 4 
Opportunity to exercise leadership 5 4 
Opportunity Co help and serve others . . . .  5 4 
Adventure 5 4 
Opportunity for a relatively scable and 
secure fucure 5 4 
Fringe benefics (healch care, reciremenc 
benefits) 5 4 
Variety in the work 5 4 
Responsibility 5 4 
Control over what I  do 5 4 
Control over what others do 5 4 
Challenge 5 4 
your response 
2 
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NOW we would like you to evaluate Che Teacher Preparation Program. 
5. We would l ike you Co race your Teacher Preparacion Program in 
specific areas: firsc, rate the adequacy of preparation; second, 
indicate how important Che area is (was) Co your mosC recenc position. 
Very AdequaCe. .  5 Very Imporcanc .  
Adequace .  ^ Imporcanc. .  .  .  
Neutral 3 Neutral 
I n a d e q u a t e  . . .  2  U n i m p o r t a n t .  .  .  
Very Inadequate. 1 Very Unimportant 
Not Applicable .  N Not Applicable .  
1) Planning units of instruction 
and individual lessons 5 4 3 2 1 N 54321 
2) Preparing and using media. . . .54321N 54321 
3) Maintaining student interest .  .  5 4 3 2 1 N 54321 
4} Understanding and managing be­
h a v i o r  p r o b l e m s  i n  c h e  c l a s s r o o m  S 4 3 2 1 N  5 4 3 2 1  
5) Teaching basic skills 54321N 54321 
6) Qonsulcacion skills in inter­
a c t i n g  w i t h  o t h e r  p r o f e s s i o n a l s .  5 4 3 2 1 N  5 4 3 2 1  
7) Developing student-student 
relationships 5 4 3 2 1 N 5432 1 
3) Referring students for special 
assistance 5 4 3 2 1 N 54321 
9) Skills for mainscreaming handi­
c a p p e d  s c u d e n c s  5 4 3 2 1 N  5  4  3  2  1  
10) Mechods of working wich children 
with learning problems 54321N 5432 1 
11) Assessing learning problems. .  .  5 4 3 2 1 X 54321 
12) Developing tests 54321 M 543.2 1 
13) Interpreting and using 
standardized tests 5 4 3 2 1 N 5432 1 
14) Concenc preparacion in your 
area of specializacion 5 4 3 2 1 N 5432 1 
15) Professional echics and 
legal obligations 54321N 5432 1 
6 
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16) Psychology of learning and 
ics application Co teaching. .  .  5 
ADEQUACY 
6 3 2 1 N 5 
IMPORTAS 
4 3 2 
17) Evaluating and reporting student 
work and achievement 5 U 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
18) Relating activities to interests 
and abilities of students. .  .  .  5 4 3 2 1 M 5 4 3 2 
19) Using written communication 
effectively. .  .  5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
20) Locating and using materials and 
resources in. your specialty area 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
21) Evaluating your own instruction. 5 4 3 2 1 il 5 4 3 2 
22) Individualizing Instruction. .  .  5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
23) Selecting and organizing 
materials 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
24) Using a variety of 
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t e c h n i q u e s  . . . .  5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
25)- Understanding teachers'  roles 
in relation to administrators, 
supervisors, and counselors. .  .  5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
26) Working with parents 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
27) Working with other teachers. .  .  5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
28) Assessing and implementing 
innovations 5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 3 2 
29) Appreciating and understanding indi­
vidual and intergroup differences 
i n  v a l u e s  a n d  l i f e s t y l e s  . . . .  5  4 3 2 1 M 3 4 3 2 
30) Using community resources. .  .  .  5 4 3 2 1 N 5 
-
2 
-
31) Techniques of curriculum 
construction .  .  .  .  ,  5 4 3 2 1 N 5 4 
32) Influence of laws and policies 
related to schools 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 .2 -
33) Techniques for infusing 
multicultural learning 5 4 3 2 1 X 5 4 3 2 
34) Developing your own teaching 
style by observing others .  .  .  
7 
5 4 3 2 1 N 3 4 3 
-
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6. On a scale of 0 Co 10 how would you race che quallcy of che Teacher 
Freparacl 'on Program ac Iowa Scace Unlverslcy? (Please circle che 
approprlace number.) 
Very Poor Very High 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  
7 .  In whac Chree ways did che program provide che mosc valuable 
professional preparacion for you? 
(1)  :  
( 2 )  ^  
(3) : 
8. In whac chree ways should che program have offered more preparation? 
(1) : 
(2 )  :  :  
(3) • 
9. If you had ic Co do over again, would you prepare co become a teacher? 
Yes 
No 
Undecided 
10. UhaC program improvemencs would you suggesC for easing che 
cransicion from scudenc Co first-year ceacher? 
8 
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NOW we would l ike to ask you about your professional development In the 
last five years. 
11. Have you upgraded your skills through formal education since 
graduating from the teacher preparation program? 
Yes > Please answer (a) and (b) 
No 
(a) If yes, please check as many purposes as apply for participating 
in the formal education activities, and, for each purpose you 
check, indicate where you participated in the activity. 
LOCATION 
Area 
4-Year Education 
college/ 2-Year Agency Other 
PURPOSE university college (AEA) (specify) 
Prepare for different 
type teaching position 
(certification) 
Prepare for different 
type position In 
education--nonteachlng 
Prepare for different 
type position outside 
education 
Recertification, job 
requirement 
Professional development 
Personal growth 
(b) If yes, was this a degree program? 
Yes —> Type of degree Undergraduate Masters 
Graduate Doctoral 
—> Number of semester hours 
No —> Number of semester hours 
Number Of CEU credits 
Other (specify) 
If you have NEVER TAUGHT during the five years following graduation, go to 
page 12. CURRENT AND FORMER TEACHERS, please answer questions 12 and 13 first.  
9 
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CURRENT AND FORMER TEACHERS ONLY 
12. We would l ike you Co rate your perception of your teaching behavior in 
each of the following areas. Using Che scale below, circle the number tor 
each area that indicates how well you are doing of did in your most recent 
teaching position. 
Very Ver 
Low H i 4';  
a .  Providing a setting conducive to 
learning 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1.0 
b. Motivating students 0 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I 'J 
c.  Demonstrating knowledge of subject 
matter 0 1 2 3 4-5 6 7 8 9 10 
d. Monitoring and evaluating student 
progress and understanding 0123456789 10 
e. Providing clear,  concise explanations 
and examples 0 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 3 9 10 
£. Managing instructional activities 
efficiently and ensuring student 
time on cask 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
g. Communicating effectively with 
students 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ? 10 
h. Demonstrating effective planning and 
organization skills 0 1 2 3 4 3 6 7 3 9 
i .  Exhibiting a positive self-concept.  ,  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 o 9 I j  
j .  Using evaluacion activities 
appropriately 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S 9 10 
k. Implementing the lesson plans 
effectively 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S '  l" 
1. Maintaining high expectations for 
student achievement 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 v 
ra. Incorporating effective questioning 
techniques 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 ? '3 1 ;  
n. Maintaining high standards for 
student behavior 0 1 2 3 4 5 4 7 i •} 1. 
o. Maintaining effective working relation­
ships with peers and administrators .  0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 X* 
10 
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We also would l ike your perceptions about: employmenc faccors relaced zo 
Ceachlng. Please indicace how sacisfied you are/were wich each ot che 
following aspeccs of Ceachlng. Use che following response categories. 
Very Sacisfied .  .  .  .  5 
Satisfied 4 
Neucral 3 
Dissacisfied .  .  .  .  2 
Very Dissatisfied .  1 
Not Applicable .  .  .  .  NA 
(Circle your response/ 
a.  Salary 5 u 3 2 1 XA 
b. General working conditions 5 u 3 2 1 ::A 
c. Amount of administrative support received .  .  .  5 u 3 2 1 ;;A 
d. Relacionship wich ocher ceachers 5 u 3 2 1 MA 
e. Excenc of involvemenc in decision making .  .  .  5 4 3 2 1 KA 
f.  Job benefics 5 4 3 2 1 N'A 
g- Job responsiblllcles 5 4 3 2 1 :.'A 
h. Excenc to which job challenged and provided 
for professional growth 5 4 3 2 1 ;;A 
i .  Level of job performance 5 4 3 2 1 
j  • Opportunities for advancement 5 4 3 2 
-
;:A 
k. Mechod wich which job performance evaluated .  .  5 4 3 2 i  ::A 
1. Frequency wich which job performance evaluated 5 4 3 2 1 NA 
m. Size of community in which employed 5 4 3 2 1 ;*A 
n. Support given by family and friends for choice 
of ceachlng as a career 5 4 3 2 1 ::A 
o. Amounc of cime spent working at job 5 4 3 2 1 : :n 
p.  Relationship with students 5 4 3 2 1 
q- Level of parental involvemenc 5 4 3 2 1 
r.  Role played in professional associacions .  .  .  5 4 3 2 1 XA 
s. Communicy supporc for educaCion 5 4 3 2 1 XA 
c. Teaching as a career S 4 3 2 1 SA 
11 
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NOW we would like Co ask you some general questions abouC yourself and 
your family. 
14. Harlcal scacus 
Single (never married) 
Married 
Divorced, separated, or widowed 
15. Do you have any children? 
Yes —> How many? 
No 
16. Whac is Che population of Che community where you are currently 
or were mosc recently employed? 
Under 1,000 - 10,000 - 24,999 
1,000 - 2,499 25,000 - 50,000 
2,500 - 4,999 Over 50,000 
5,000 - 9,999 
17. Which o.f Che following caCegories best describes your cocal income 
during last year? (If married, include spouse's income) 
less Chan $ 9,999 
$10,000 CO $14,999 
$15,000 CO $19,999 
$20,000 CO $24,999 
$25,000 CO $29,999 
$30,000 CO $49,000 
$50,000 and over 
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